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ABSTRACT
The purpose of the study was to determine the extent  
to which instructor  graduates and the ir  immediate in s t ru c ­
t ional supervisors appraised the ef fect iveness of  the Faculty  
Development Course of  the United States Army Medical Field  
Service School in achieving selected stated objectives.  The 
study involved course instructor  graduates of Fiscal Year 
1967 . Based upon the problem stated, several specif ic  ques­
tions were formulated to guide the study. They were:
1. How e f fe c t iv e  has the Faculty Development Course 
been in achieving i t s  stated objectives?
2. How e f fe c t iv e  has the course been in meeting the 
professional and the personal preservice needs 
of these m i l i t a ry  instructor  graduates?
3 . How should the Faculty Development Course be 
modified in accordance with recognized profes­
sional and personal preservice instruct ion  needs 
which are not met?
k. What continuing inservice education needs exist?
This invest igat ion was conducted at  the United 
States Army Medical Fie ld Service School, Brooke Army Medi­
cal Center, Fort Sam Houston, Texas. The study involved an
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
XI
assessment of  the effectiveness of the Faculty Development 
Course in preparing competent instructors  to serve in th is  
m i l i t a r y  medical service school. The purpose o f  the study 
was to determine how instructor  graduates of the four-week 
course and the ir  immediate instructional  supervisors ap­
praised the course's effectiveness in i t s  achieving selected 
stated objectives.  These ob ject ives,  which served as the 
primary evaluative c r i t e r i a  in the study, were those pub­
lished "e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s "  which were sought 
throughout the course of  instruction and in the continuing 
inservice education programs. The actual assessment o f  the 
course's effect iveness was based upon the expressed opinions 
of 130 course instructor  graduates and upon the opinions of  
130 of  th e i r  immediate instructional  supervisors.
The actual co l lect ion  of  necessary information and 
data was accomplished through the use o f  the personal i n t e r ­
view method. Two structured interv iew forms were developed 
and pretested for use as measuring instruments. These i n ­
terview forms were constructed in a p a ra l le l  design for i n ­
structors and th e ir  immediate instruct ional  supervisors.
Actual individual interviews with the 260 p a r t i c i ­
pants involved in the study were conducted in pr iva te  o f ­
f ices  in the immediate instructional  and work areas of the 
interviewees. All  interviews were completed over a six-week
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
XI 1
p e r i o d ;  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  30 m i n u t e s  p e r  i n t e r v i e w  w e r e  r e q u i r e d ,
The highly structured items which involved specif ic  
Faculty Development Course objectives u t i l i z e d  a four-point  
rat ing scale. These were presented in terms of whole num­
bers, percentages, and means. The analysis o f  variance on 
these items between instructor  and supervisor evaluations  
was accomplished through use of  a computerized F te s t ,  and 
those s ign i f ican t  items were recorded in terms of compara­
t iv e  whole numbers, percentages, and means.
The following conclusions were made as the resu lt  of  
the finding of  th is  study:
1. The Faculty Development Course has adequately 
achieved the majority  of i t s  stated objectives.
2. The Faculty Development Course has met most of  
the professional and the preservice needs of  
m i l i t a r y  ins tructor  graduates.
3. The Faculty Development Course should be modi­
f ied  to allow for more pract ica l  experience in 
teaching and in counseling students.
4. The predominant continuing inservice education 
needs were id e n t i f ie d  as instructor  t ra in ing  and 
experience in counseling students and in super­
v ising student pract ica l  exercises.
5. The elements in the course which provided the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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student- instructor  experiences similar  to those 
encountered on the job were those regarded as 
most valuable and most p ra c t ic a l .
6 . The study revealed that lacks in communication 
and information between the Faculty Development 
Unit and the academic departments have an ad­
verse e f fe c t  upon the instructional  program at  
the school.
7. The study revealed a need to give increased a t ­
tention to general instructional  supervision and 
to provide instruct ional  supervisors with spe­
c ia l  education and tra in ing  in th is  area of re -  
sponsi b i 1i ty .
8. The study revealed a need for re l iev in g  primary 
instructional  supervisors from some o f  th e i r  i n ­
s tructional  and administrat ive tasks so that  
they may spend more time in supervising ins t ru c ­
t io n .
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
I .  UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL FIELD SERVICE SCHOOL
The Commandant of  the United States Army Medical 
Field Service School, Brigadier General Glenn J. C o l l ins ,  
Medical Corps, United States Army, has stated tha t :
Successful accomplishment of  the mission of any 
school is  d i r e c t ly  proportionate to the q u a l i ty  o f  i t s  
facu lty  members. Unless the individual ins tructor  has 
the knowledge and s k i l l s  of his a r t ,  plus a strong pur­
pose, e f fo r t s  to improve teaching w i l l  be unproductive. 
This is  espec ia l ly  true at the United States Army Medi­
cal F ie ld  Service School. Here there is  need for a 
constant alignment with the la test  developments in m i l i ­
tary medicine and a demand for f l e x i b i l i t y  to accommo­
date changes made necessary by varying degrees o f  
mobil izat ion .  A service school must achieve the u l t i ­
mate in rap id ,  e f fe c t iv e  and funct iona l ly  meaningful 
in s t r u c t io n .1
Teaching is  an a r t  which requires ta le n t  and a s c i ­
ence which can be learned. I t  was with th is  in mind that an 
evaluation of the Faculty Development Program at  the United 
States Army Medical Field Service School was considered 
feas ib le .
^United States Army Medical Fie ld Service School, 
In s t ru c to r 's  Guide (Fort Sam Houston, Tex.: The United
States Army Medical F ie ld  Service School Press, June, 1965), 
p. i i i .
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This school is  a subordinate unit  o f  Brooke Army 
Medical Center, located at Fort Sam Houston, Texas. I t  is  
the largest of  United States Army medical complexes and 
functions under the command of  The Surgeon General of  the 
Army. The primary mission o f  the school is  defined in Army 
regulations as being:
To t ra in  selected Army Medical Service and other se­
lected m i l i t a ry  personnel in the functions and responsi­
b i l i t i e s  of  the Army Medical Service as prescribed by 
law and regulat ions, and to prepare and conduct ins tru c ­
t ion in accordance with approved doctrine and concepts 
for selected personnel.%
I ts  goal, as that  of other Army service schools, is  
to develop o f f ic e r s  and enl is ted  personnel who w i l l  be able 
to apply a sure knowledge of  fundamentals to the complex 
situations of  the future  and who w i l l  demonstrate i n t e l l i ­
gence, v e r s a t i l i t y ,  imagination, and i n i t i a t i v e  in the ir  
appli cation.^
The school conducts forty-seven d i f f e r e n t  resident  
courses, and approximately 200 classes are scheduled each 
year. This educational endeavor involves approximately 
8,400 resident students per calendar year and nonresident
Zi b i d . , p. 1.
3united States Department of  the Army, M i l i  tary Edu­
cation and Schools, Army Regulation 350-5 (Washington, D.C.: 
U. S. Government P r in t ing  O f f ic e ,  October, 1966), p. 4.
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courses for an addit ional 8 ,500  students.^
The teaching facu lty  normally consists of approxi­
mately 400 instructors .  This number is  subject to f lu c tu a ­
t ion in times of  m o b i l iza t io n .5
During the period 1946 through 1965, a to ta l  of  
197,263  students graduated from various medical and related  
courses. 6
The Faculty Development Unit ,  an integral  part  of 
the Off ice  of Educational Services at the United States Army 
Medical F ie ld  Service School, was in s t i tu te d  in 1956.7 I t s  
basic purpose was to standardize and improve resident and 
nonresident ins truc t ion .  At i t s  inception, the Faculty De-
o
velopment Course was two weeks in length. In recent years, 
the course has been completely revised. Changes i n i t i a t e d  
included the addit ion o f :  ( 1) specia l ly  trained instructor
personnel, (2 ) administrat ive personnel, and ( 3 ) enlarged
^United States Army Medical F ie ld  Service School, 
In s t ru c to r 's  Guide, op. c i t . ,  p. 6 .
5l b i d .
6 l b i d .
7winston R. Bennett, "The Value of  the Faculty De­
velopment Program at the United States Army Medical F ie ld  
Service School" (unpublished research paper. Incarnate Word 
College, San Antonio, Texas, May, 1966), p. 4.
8 lb id .
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and improved classroom f a c i l i t i e s .  Further expansions were 
made to include such items of  equipment as video-tape t r a i n ­
ers ,  c losed -c ircu i t  te lev is ions ,  teaching machines, and com­
puterized ins truc t ion .
The course is now four weeks in length and consists 
of 176 academic hours of  instruction.  The formal program 
of instruction  was developed under the guidance of  the Chief 
of Educational Services and the commandant's appointed cur­
riculum committee. A copy of  the Faculty Development Course 
Program of  Instruction  is included as Appendix A.^
Pr inc ip les  of  Mi 1i tary Instruction
During the course, primary emphasis is  placed upon 
recommended techniques o f  m i l i t a r y  ins truc t ion .  O f f ic ia l  
United States Army tra in ing manuals describe the m i l i t a ry  
in s t ru c to r 's  role in t ra in ing as follows;
The combat success of  the Army depends upon the e f - 
tiveness of the instruction that ind iv iduals  and units  
receive during t ra in in g .  The success o f  any plan for  
t ra in ing  w i l l  depend upon the so ld ie r - ins truc to rs  who 
present subjects to soldier-students. F i rs t -c la s s  i n ­
struction helps to produce a f i r s t - c l a s s  Army, and 
f i r s t - c l a s s  instruction is the result  o f  having
^United States Army Medical Field Service School, Pro­
gram of  Instruction for the Faculty Development Course 
(Fort Sam Houston, Tex.: The United States Army Medical
Fie ld Service School Press, July, 1966), pp. 1-19.
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w e l l - t ra in ed  instructors  who know th e ir  subjects thor­
oughly and know how to present the ir  subjects to 
others.
The instructor  is depicted as the foundation in a 
t ra in ing  program in a l l  m i l i t a r y  instruction.^^
The simply stated charac ter is t ics  o f  a good ins truc ­
tor are portrayed in m i l i t a r y  t ra in ing  manuals in a similar  
manner. Those basic charac te r is t ics  which a good m i l i t a ry  
instructor  must possess are knowledge o f  the subject, knowl­
edge o f  teaching techniques, posit ive  personali ty ,  leader­
ship a b i l i t y ,  and a professional a t t i t u d e . 2̂
The key l ink to providing w e l l - t ra in e d ,  highly moti­
vated medical personnel with lowest a t t r i t i o n  rates possible 
in a l l  medical spec ia l t ies  is  competent instructors .  I t  is  
with th is  thought in mind that the Commandant and The Sur­
geon General of  the Army have allowed and assisted th is  r e ­
searcher with th is  study o f  the Faculty Development Program.
The Uni ted States Army Medical Fie ld  
Servi ce School Faculty Development 
Program
The professional and consultat ive guidance for the
lOunited States Department of  the Army, Techniques 
of  M i l i t a r y  In s t ru c t io n , F ie ld  Manual 21-6 (Washington, D,
C . : U. S. Government Pr int ing  O ff ice ,  January, 1967),  pp.
3-4.
 ̂h b i  d. , p. 3.
I Z l b i d . ,  p. 4.
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school's overal l  academic program is  provided by a special 
s ta f f  o f f i c e  e n t i t l e d  Education Services. I t  is  within  
th is  service that the Faculty Development Branch and Pro­
gram is found. The chief  of  th is  o f f ic e  is  not only per­
sonally responsible to the commandant for the t ra in in g  of  
a l l  instructors  for the school but also performs the f o l ­
lowing functions;
Serves as consultant to the Commandant, Assistant  
Commandant, and Academic Department Directors on matters 
pertaining to educational policy and t ra in in g  methods. 
Directs and supervises the overal l  operations of  the Of­
f ic e  of Educational Services. Coordinates and conducts 
prospective instructor  and facu lty  in -serv ice  education 
a c t i v i t i e s .  Recommends f in a l  selection of  instructors  
to the facu l ty  . . . . 1^
Records maintained by the Off ice of  Educational Serv­
ices reveal that  approximately 10 per cent of  a l l  potentia l  
instructors enrol led in the Faculty Development Course do not 
s a t is fa c to r i ly  complete the course. Personnel lost through 
a t t r i t i o n  are assigned to duties other than those of an i n ­
structor.   ̂5
^3james G. Van Straten, "An Assessment of Organiza­
t ional Climate and Influence Structure as Related to Student 
Perceived Effectiveness of  Teacher Groups" (unpublished Doc­
toral  d iss e r ta t io n .  University  o f  Texas, Austin, Texas, 
1966) ,  p. 8 .
^^United States Army Medical F ie ld  Service School, 
Organization and Functions, Regulation 10-4 (Fort  Sam Hous­
ton, Tex.:  United States Army Medical F ie ld  Service School
Press, 1964), p. 34.
iSunited States Army Medical F ie ld  Service School 
Faculty Development Unit o f f i c i a l  records (July ,  1966).
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Class size for the course ranged from three to n ine­
teen during the Fiscal Year 1967 involved in th is  study.
Two courses often run concurrently, with the average class 
size of ten students consisting of both o f f ic e r  and enl is ted  
students of m i l i t a r y  rank ranging from pr iva te  E-2 to f u l l  
colonel. These personnel have varied educational and ex­
p e r ie n t ia l  backgrounds. The o f f ic e r  students are medical 
doctors, den t is ts ,  veter inar ians ,  nurses, pharmacists, sani­
tary engineers, entomologists, and biochemists and include 
many other medical and administrative spec ia l is ts .  The en­
l is te d  personnel are graduates of  c i v i l i a n  and/or m i l i t a ry  
medical specialty  programs to include medical laboratory  
s p ec ia l is ts ,  x-ray sp ec ia l is ts ,  medical aidmen, dental spe­
c i a l i s t s ,  and many others. These en l is ted  spec ia l is ts  are 
equivalent to c i v i l i a n  technicians in these areas above men­
tioned. Specia l is ts  and technicians are synonymous.
The eleven academic department directors  of the 
school have res p on s ib i l i ty  for selecting q u a l i f ie d  in s t ru c ­
tors for subjects to be presented.
The school policy for selecting potent ia l  instructors  
consists of the selection of ind iv iduals  who express a de­
s ire  to ins truc t  and who possess the needed a b i l i t y ,  t ra in in g .
IS lb id .
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and experience essential  to become a good ins tructor .  When 
the academic department d irec to r  is  certa in  that the poten­
t i a l  instructor meets these c r i t e r i a ,  he re fe rs  the in d iv id ­
ual to the Faculty Development Unit .  Here he is interviewed  
and administered a series of  w r i t ten  and oral examinations. 
Upon the recommendation of the Chief of  Education Services, 
he is  scheduled and enrolled in the Faculty Development 
Course. 7̂
Personnel assigned to the school who w i l l  f i l l  posi­
t ions which require instruct ional  supervision are likewise
required to complete the course. This requirement includes
18academic department d irectors  and branch chiefs.
The t ra in ing  program is  directed toward providing 
prospective instructors with the opportunity to learn cer ­
ta in  fundamental and generally  accepted pr inc ip les  of learn­
ing and ins truc t ing ,  to become informed concerning 
a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  instructional  aids and equipment, and to 
have a clear knowledge of the ob ject ives o f  the school. The 
exact course content related to these duties and responsi­
b i l i t i e s  is included in the course Program of Instruction  
(POI) included as Appendix A.
17i b id . , p. 2 2 .
18I b i d . , pp. 2 1 - 2 2 .
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The Faculty Development Course s ta f f  and facu l ty  is  
comprised of  the Chief of  the Off ice of  Educational Serv­
ices, who is  a colonel ,  Medical Service Corps o f f i c e r .  He 
is  assisted by seven o f f ic e r  instructors ,  two Department of  
the Army c i v i l i a n  ins tru c to rs ,  and an administrat ive and 
c le r ic a l  s t a f f  consisting of  two enl is ted personnel and two 
Department o f  the Army c i v i l i a n s . 19
The educational backgrounds of the o f f i c e r  and c i v i l ­
ian instructor  s t a f f  include three doctor's degrees and six  
master's degrees in various educational special t i e s . 20
I I .  THE PROBLEM
The purpose of the study was to determine the extent  
to which instructor  graduates and the ir  immediate supervi­
sors appraised the effect iveness o f  the Faculty Development 
Course of  the United States Army Medical Field Service School 
in achieving selected stated objectives.  The study involved 
course instructor  graduates of  Fiscal Year 1967. Based on 
the problem stated, several specif ic  questions were
19united States Army Medical F ie ld  Service School, 
Table o f  Organization and Equipment (July,  1966).
ZOUnited States Army Medical Field Service School 
Faculty Development S ta f f  Interviews and Records Inspection  
(August, 1966).
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formulated to guide the study. They were:
1. How e f fe c t iv e  has the Faculty Development Course 
been in achieving i t s  stated objectives?
2. How e f fe c t iv e  has the course been in meeting the 
professional and the personal preservice needs 
of these m i l i t a ry  instructor  graduates?
3. How should the Faculty Development Course be 
modified in accordance with recognized profes­
sional and personal preservice instructor  needs 
which are not met?
4. What continuing inservice education needs exist?
Importance o f  the Study
This study is important because:
1. I t  provides valuable information concerning the 
strengths and the weaknesses of  the Faculty De­
velopment Course in preparing instructors  for 
teaching positions at the school.
2. I t  is an appraisal of the preservice t ra in ing  and 
the inservice needs to aid in planning a more 
e f fe c t iv e  t ra in ing  program.
3. I t  required instructors  and supervisors to be 
more cognizant of  indiv idual inadequacies.
I t  is  for these reasons that the O ff ice  of  The Sur­
geon General, Department of  the Army, gave concurrence and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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authori ty  necessary for conducting th is  study. In addit ion,  
the commandant and his deputy and the educational s ta f f  of  
the school gave th e ir  endorsement as well as the ir  needed 
support for the study.2^
Limi tat ions of  the Study
This study was l imited to include instructor  gradu­
ates of the Faculty Development Course who had completed 
th e i r  t ra in ing since the formal program of instruction was 
implemented on September 1, 1965» The graduate appraisals  
for the 1967 Fiscal Year were further  l im ited  to those i n ­
structor personnel who had had l imited previous experience 
as instructors ,  e i ther  c i v i l i a n  or m i l i t a r y .
The so ld ie r - ins tru c to rs  involved in the study ranged 
in Army grade structure from pr ivate  E-2 through f i r s t  l i e u ­
tenant. This grade structure was selected since i t  provided 
a s u f f ic ie n t  sample of  instructors  who possessed comparable 
educational and exper ient ia l  backgrounds.
The study was further l imited to course graduates 
who had served as instructors  for a minimum of t h i r t y  days. 
This was an a rb i t ra ry  period o f  time agreed upon by the com­
mandant, the ch ief  of  the Faculty Development Un it ,  and th is
2^United States Army Medical F ie ld  Service School 
Faculty Board Minutes, June 29, 1966.
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researcher as necessary for instructors to make r e a l i s t i c  
assessments o f  th e i r  preservice preparation and th e ir  in -  
service tra in ing  needs.
The immediate supervisors of the 130 course gradu­
ates interviewed appraised the observed effect iveness o f  
these novice instructors  in terms of selected stated objec­
t ives of the course. These supervisors ranged in Army 
grade structure from the rank of  corporal (E-4) through 
colonel ( 0 6 ) .
The spec i f ic  evaluat ive c r i t e r i a  which were u t i l i z e d  
in determining the course's effectiveness were l im ited to 
those "e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s "  which were sought through­
out the course of  instruction  and in the continuing inserv­
ice t ra in ing programs. These t r a i t s  are indicated in 
Appendix 8.2%
D é f in i t ion of Terms
Terms in th is  study which have special or unusual 
meanings and those subject to various meanings are defined 
as follows;
Branch C h ie f . This is  an o f f ic e r  who is charged with  
the resp on s ib i l i ty  of supervising a l l  subordinate instructors
22united States Army Medical Fie ld Service School, 
Ins tru c to r 's  Guide, Joe. c i t .
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assigned to a specif ic  instructional  branch. This o f f ic e r  
functions as a part - t ime in s t ru c to r ,  a supervisor, and an 
admini s t ra to r .23
Commandant. The commandant, a Medical Corps b r ig a ­
dier  general,  commands the United States Army Medical Field  
Service School and a l l  permanent party as well as student 
personnel assigned or attached. The assistant commandant 
and the school executive o f f ic e r  advise and assist the com­
mandant in the administration and operations of  the school 
by direct ing and executing approved plans and p o l ic ie s .  The 
assistant commandant (a Medical Corps colonel)  exercises  
s ta f f  supervision over the academic s ta f f  and the academic 
departments and serves as president of the Faculty B o a r d . 24 
Course. This is  an intensive program which d i re c t ly  
occupies enrolled students during much o f  th e i r  school day. 
This d e f in i t io n  of "course" is  unique since an individual  
student is  enrolled in just  one course and spends six to 
eight hours of  each school day in teract ing  with facu lty  mem­
bers and fe l low students in order to s a t is fy  course requ ire ­
ments.25
23Van Straten, oĝ . c i t . ,  p. 59-
24united States Army Medical Fie ld Service School, 
I n s t ru c to r ' s Guide, Toe. c i t . , p. 4.
25van Straten, o£. c i t . ,  p. 59.
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The Faculty Development Course consists of six to 
eight hours o f  d idact ic  instruction per day for a to ta l  of  
176 academic hours. In these a l lo t te d  hours, practica l  ex­
ercises ( i . e . ,  short presentations by students) are empha­
sized.
Course D irec to r . Each course taught at the United 
States Army Medical Field Service School has a course d i - 
rector appointed by the commandant. Generally the academic 
department head acts in th is  capacity and is  thus responsi­
ble for the academic supervision of  the c o u r s e . ^6
Faculty Board. This board consists of  the fo l low ­
ing; the assistant commandant, who serves as president; the 
directors  of the eleven academic departments; the chief  of  
the Off ice of Educational Services; the executive o f f i c e r ;  
and the chief  of the Academic Operations D iv is ion .  The 
Faculty Board meets weekly to consider and make recommenda­
tions to the commandant concerning a l l  matters re la t in g  to 
standing, ra t in g ,  or c la s s i f ic a t io n  as well as proficiency  
or deficiency of students. I t  also acts in the same manner 
upon courses of  instruction  conducted at  the school, on 
matters pertaining to the development and the in te rp re ta t io n
2&United States Army Medical F ie ld  Service School, 
In s t ru c to r ' s Guide, op. c i t . , p. 15*
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of doctrine and academic po l icy ,  and on any addit ional mat­
ters  referred to i t  by the commandant. The policy s ta te ­
ments recommended by the board and approved by the 
commandant become o f f i c i a l  p o l i c y . ^ ?
Faculty Development U n i t . This agency w ith in  the 
Office of  Educational Services of the United States Army 
Medical F ie ld  Service School is  responsible for or ient ing  
and instruct ing  potent ia l  instructors  in recognized tech­
niques, re s p o n s ib i l i t i e s ,  and related duties o f  in s t ru c to rs . 28
In s e rv ice Education and On- the - Job T r a in ing. These 
terms are considered synonymous for the purpose o f  th is  
study. The f i r s t  is  the most commonly used term in c i v i l i a n  
educational w r i t in g s ,  and the la t te r  is  commonly used te rm i­
nology in m i l i t a r y  instruct iona l  l i t e r a t u r e .  Both include 
those a c t i v i t i e s ,  designed to improve performance as teach­
ers ,  in which professional teachers or instructors  are en­
gaged. "Pre-service and in -serv ice  education are merely 
d i f fe re n t  aspects of  a program of professional improvement 
that has no terminal p o in t ."29 On-the-job t ra in in g  of
27l b i d . , p. 4.
28l b i d . , pp. 21-22.
29paul B. Jacobson, Wil l iam C. Reavis, and James D. 
Logsdon, The E f fe c t iv e  School Principal (Englewood C l i f f s ,  
N. J . ; Prentice H a l l ,  I n c . ,  1963), p. 353.
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instructors  in the m i l i t a r y  service school studied includes 
but is not l imited to facu lty  and departmental meetings, 
extension courses (m i l i t a r y  and c i v i l i a n ) ,  planned in s t ru c ­
tor refresher t ra in in g ,  courses offered in local colleges 
and u n iv e rs i t ie s ,  workshops, conferences, and job rotat ion  
allowing for actual health care employment for experience 
of instructors  in th e i r  respective areas o f  medical and r e ­
lated spec ia l t ies .
Instructional  Branch. This is  a comparatively 
small subdivision of an academic department in a m i l i t a ry  
service school. The s t a f f  of  each instruct iona l  branch con­
s is ts  of  an adm in is tra tor - instructor  and a varying number of  
subordinate instructors .  Each branch is responsible for  
preparing and presenting instruct iona l  material drawn from 
a wel l -def ined area of m i l i t a r y  s p e c ia l i z a t io n .30
Mi 1i t a r y Occupational Spec ia lty . The key to the 
Army's methods of matching jobs and men is the m i l i t a r y  oc­
cupational specialty  (MGS). This term is  used to id e n t i fy  
a grouping of  duty positions for o f f ic e r s  and en l is ted  per­
sonnel which possess such close occupational or functional  
re lat ionships th a t ,  at  any given level or s k i l l ,  there is  
an optimal degree of  in terchangeabi l i ty  among persons so
30Van Straten, o£. c i t . ,  p. 59.
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class if ied .  Many courses conducted at the school are MOS- 
producing courses. Others require an internship or a pre­
scribed period of on-the-job training before the awarding 
of a specific MGS.31 s t i l l  others, known as "functional 
courses," prepare an individual for a specific s k i l l  but do 
not award an MGS.32
Program of In s t ru c t io n . The program of instruction  
is  a w r i t ten  out l ine  of  a course of ins truc t ion .  I t s  s ta te ­
ments of objectives for the e n t i re  course specify the level 
of knowledge and the desired behavior o f  the students. This 
program of  instruction  contains the information necessary to 
guide an instructor  in determining scope, content, and level 
of instruct ion .  The program of instruction for the Faculty 
Development Course is  outl ined as Appendix A . 33
School Advisory S t a f f . The advisory s ta f f  consists 
of the Education Advisor and the senior representatives of  
the United States Navy, the United States Air  Force, the 
Army combat arms ( i . e . .  In fa n t ry ,  Armor, and A r t i l l e r y ) ,  and
31united States Army Medical F ie ld  Service School, 
Handbook for Mi 1i t a r y and G iv i l ia n  Personne 1 Management 
(Fort Sam Houston, Tex.: The United States Army Medical
F ie ld  Service School Press, May, 1967), p. 3»
3^United States Army Medical Fie ld Service School, 
In s t ru c to r ' s Guide, op. c i t . , p. 16.
3 3 ib id . , p. 15.
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the Army technical services ( i . e . ,  Transportation, Quarter­
master, and Signal Corps). This s t a f f  assists and advises 
the commandant and the organizational elements of  the school 
on matters re la t ing  to the ir  respective services.
The Educational Advisor (who also serves as ch ie f  of  
Educational Services) provides guidance on a l l  phases of  
educational po l icy ,  methods, administrat ion, f a c i l i t i e s ,  and 
equipment.3^
I I I .  STUDY DESIGN
The study was conducted at  the United States Army 
Medical F ie ld Service School, Fort Sam Houston, Texas. I t  
involved an assessment of  the effect iveness of  the Faculty 
Development Course in preparing competent instructors  to 
serve in th is  m i l i t a r y  medical service school. The primary 
purpose of the study was to determine how instructor gradu­
ates of the four-week Faculty Development Course and th e ir  
immediate instruct iona l  supervisors appraised the course in 
i t s  achieving selected stated objectives.  These ob ject ives ,  
which served as the primary evaluative c r i t e r i a  in the study, 
were those published "e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s "  which 
were sought throughout the course of  instruction and in the
3^1b i d . , pp. 4 -6 .
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continuing inservice t ra in ing  programs. The actual assess­
ment of the course's effectiveness was based upon the ex­
pressed opinions o f  130 course instructor  graduates and upon 
the opinions o f  130 o f  the i r  immediate instruct iona l  super- 
vi sors.
The actual co l lec t ion  of  necessary information and 
data was accomplished through the use of  the personal i n t e r ­
view method. Two structured interview forms were developed 
and pretested for use as measuring instruments. These i n ­
terview forms were constructed in a p a ra l le l  design for i n ­
structors and th e ir  immediate instructional  supervisors.
These forms are referred  to throughout the study as " In s t ru c ­
tor Interview Form A" and " Instruct iona l  Supervisor I n t e r ­
view Form B."
Actual individual interviews with the 260 p a r t i c i ­
pants involved in the study were conducted in pr iva te  o f f ice s  
in the immediate ins truct iona l  and work areas o f  the i n t e r ­
viewees. Al l  interviews were completed over a six-week 
period; approximately t h i r t y  minutes per interview were r e ­
quired.
IV. ORGANIZATION OF THE REMAINDER OF THE STUDY
The remainder of th is  research study consists o f  a 
review of the re la ted  l i t e r a tu r e  (Chapter I I ) ,  the co l lec t ion
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of data (Chapter I I I ) ,  the presentation and analysis of  
data gathered from the Faculty Development Course in s t ru c ­
tor graduates (Chapter IV ) ,  the presentation and analysis  
of data gathered from the Instructional  supervisors of  the 
Faculty Development Course instructor  graduates (Chapter 
V) ,  the presentation and analysis o f  data gathered from the 
Faculty Development Course instructor  graduates and the ir  
instructional  supervisors (Chapter V I ) ,  the summary and the 
conclusions (Chapter V I I ) ,  and, f i n a l l y ,  the bibliography  
and the appendices.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER I I  
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The United States Army Medical Fie ld Service School 
must select medical spec ia l is ts  (doctors, nurses, dentists ,  
veter inar ians ,  physical therap is ts ,  pharmacists, medical 
a i dmen, and members of  other en l is ted  m i l i t a r y  occupational 
spec ia l t ies )  who are professional ly  q u a l i f ie d  in the ir  
f ie ld s  and who can be trained in e f fe c t iv e  instructional  
techniques. This requires not only an e f fe c t iv e  instructor  
development program but also an e f fe c t iv e  in servi ce educa­
t ion program.
The effect iveness of m i l i t a r y  instructors  has an e f ­
fect  upon the national defense e f f o r t .  Therefore, th is  study, 
designed to assess instructor  effect iveness in one service 
school, applied the pr inc ip les  which Hatch and Bennet pro­
mote.^ These were stated as follows:
Re-examination of the objectives of students, of 
teachers, and hence of  in s t i tu t io n s  is recommended.
Were higher education clear  as to i t s  ends i t  would pre ­
sumably be c learer  as to the d e s i r a b i l i t y  of i t s  means. 
While, heretofore, the problem of  purpose and
1Wins low R. Hatch and Ann B. Bennet, Effectiveness  
in Teaching (Washington: Government Pr int ing  O ff ice ,  I960 ) ,
p. 1.
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performance has been largely  a matter of b e l i e f ,  the 
newer research on student achievement appears to have 
developed instruments by which some of  the intangibles  
can be measured; and one can determine whether his 
and/or the in s t i t u t i o n 's  purposes are in part  being 
rea l ized  and in what degree.2
By u t i l i z i n g  the Faculty Development Program of  i n ­
struction and the e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s  as guides, the 
degree of attainment of the course objectives was determined 
through careful interviews with course graduates and the ir  
immediate ins truc t iona l  supervisors.
C. G. Lundberg and R. E. Sproule discussed the need 
for operations research in management in the in te re s t  of  im­
proving procedures.3 Their concern for research has d irec t  
applicat ion for education and instructor  t ra in ing  as w e l l .  
They said;
Without proper unfreezing of old methodology because 
"we've always done i t  that way" we shall never be able 
to contemplate the optimal interchange of  energy and 
purpose between a man and his managerial tasks, within  
the confines of that ever-changing unstable environment 
known as the organ iza t io n .4
Kurt Levin as early  as 194? developed a "Force-Field  
Equilibrium Model" in which he envisioned a series of
^I b i d . , p. 28.
3craig G. Lundberg and Robert E. Sproule, "Readiness 
for Management Development," C a l i fo rn ia  Management Review, 
10:73-80, Summer, 1968.
4 i b i d . ,  p. 80.
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reasons or forces which entreat  us to continue present be­
havior patterns p i t te d  against another set of  forces which 
are try ing to e f fe c t  changes in our behavior.^
Levin stated that once needs for change have been 
determined three steps are necessary to e f fe c t  change.
These are: (1) unfreezing, (2) movement to the new leve l ,
and (3) freezing operations (changed procedures and/or be­
havior) on the new l e v e l .&
L. P. Greenhill  discussed facu lty  development in 
medical schools which has implications for facu l ty  develop­
ment at  the medical f i e l d  service school concerned. He said:
I t  would seem that un ivers i ty  teachers are l ike  
Athena o f  Greek Mythology who sprang fu l l - f l e d g e d  from 
the head o f  Zeus. In other words, un ivers i ty  teachers 
are very well trained in th e i r  subject matter f i e ld s  and 
are selected on th is  basis, but they general ly  enter the 
teaching profession with l i t t l e  or no formal t ra in in g  in 
methods o f  ins tru c t io n ,  the pr inc ip les  of  learning, the 
production and use of  various kinds o f  teaching m ater i ­
a ls ,  a knowledge o f  methods o f  communication, or the 
development and analysis of tests of le a rn in g .7
As a r e s u l t ,  instructors  a l l  too often perpetuate the methods
^Kurt Levin, "Group Decision and Social Change," 
Readings in Social Psychology, E. E. Maccoby and E. L. 
Hart ley ,  ed itors  (New York: Rinehart and Winston, In c . ,
1958) ,  pp. 210-11.
&I b i d . , p. 211.
7Lesl ie  P. G reenhi l l ,  "Communication Research and 
the Teaching-Learning Processes," The Journal of  Medical 
Education, 38:495-502, June, 1963»
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of th e ir  own teachers with very s l igh t  var ia t ions  and are 
re luctant  to change.
In th is  regard, he praised the un ivers i ty  or other  
school which recognizes the need for specif ic  facu l ty  de­
velopment programs and suggested further  that for c i v i l i a n  
in s t i tu t io n s  i t  is  best to le t  another un ivers i ty  or agency 
t ra in  and develop facu lty  members in summer programs (two 
to three weeks in length) scheduled so as not to c o n f l ic t
O
with required ins truc t ion .
His content elements recommended for any program 
were a l l  included in the Faculty Development Program o f  the 
United States Army Medical Field Service School. The sub» 
jec ts  he suggested were psychology of learning, speaking, 
and l is ten ing ;  lecture method; seminar methods; production 
and use of instruct iona l  aids and materia ls;  te lev ised i n ­
struct ion;  programmed learning; laboratory ins truc t ion;  cur ­
riculum planning; test  construction; and student eva luat ion .^
He promoted such studies in saying:
While only time and follow-up studies w i l l  t e l l  
whether these p a r t ic u la r  Faculty Development Programs 
w i l l  have any great e f fe c t  on the actual teaching prac­
t ices  o f  these men, there is  l i t t l e  doubt that  th is  is  
an area o f  research and development that might also be 
appropriate for medical educators.10
Gib i d .
9 lb id .
lO lb id . ,  p. 495.
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The Pi Lambda Theta, in th e i r  recently  published 
text  e n t i t le d  The Evaluation of Teaching, discussed as a 
consensus of members the fact  that individual schools should 
take more res p on s ib i l i ty  for devising evaluational proce­
dures related to the ir  p a r t ic u la r  charac ter is t ics  or goals.
"A real shortcoming in American education is that  
teacher-tra in ing in s t i tu t io n s  do not provide appropriate 
t ra in ing for t e a c h e r s . A  prime factor involved is  the 
f a i lu r e  to use ava i lab le  research f indings as a basis for  
improving teacher-tra in ing programs. This reference in d i ­
cated that:
Correction of the s i tuat ion l ie s  in removing the 
deadwood that is  sapping the programs of  te ac h e r - t ra in ­
ing in s t i tu t io n s  and replacing i t  with current and use­
ful materials which w i l l  equip those receiving the 
tra in ing to go in to  the f i e l d  with a new outlook on 
education, introduce e f fe c t iv e  techniques, ob ject ive ly  
evaluate the ir  own outcomes, and continually  revise  
the ir  programs to correct def ic iencies  shown by the 
e v a lu a t io n .13
V. H. Noll reported that many invest igators ,  despite 
the large accumulation of research, urge that  the subject of  
prospective teacher preparedness be further  exam ined.14
l lp i  Lambda Theta, The Evaluation of  Teaching (Wash­
ington, D. C . : Pi Lambda Theta, 19^7), P» x i i .
IZ i b i d . , p. 256.
13i b i d .
l4v ic tor  H. N o l l ,  Science Education in American 
Schools, Forty-Sixth Yearbook o f  the National Society for
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Curriculum planners must be properly advised i f  they 
are to render appropriate decisions about teacher- tra in ing  
programs. M. E. Troyer and Robert Pace summarized the im­
portance of  such e f fo r t s  when they said;
Why do we evaluate? Because we are not now, never 
have been and never w i l l  be sa t is f ied  with our e f f o r t s ,  
and because by analyzing them we hope to f ind ways of  
improving. Why do we evaluate teacher education? Be­
cause we believe that the more we can learn about the 
outcomes of our present practices the better  q u a l i f ie d  
ŵe wiTl 'be to""change those practices in the r ig h t  d i ­
rect ion .  15
0. A. Oeser and F. Hurary reported that tasks (ac­
t i v i t i e s ) ,  positions (organizational networks), and persons 
are suitable elements for an analysis o f  the work s i tu a t io n .
R. C. Trahair ,  with reference to u t i l i z i n g  individual  
opinions, said, "The worker's judgment of his s i tuat ion is  
worth study because i t  is  an e f fe c t iv e  course of  his action
at work."^7
the Study o f  Education, Part I (Chicago: The University  of
Chicago Press, 1947), p. 112.
I^Maurice E. Troyer and Robert Pace, Evaluation in 
Teacher Education (Washington: American Council on Educa­
t io n ,  1944), p. 367 .
1&0. A. Oeser and F. Hurary, "A Mathematical Model 
for Structural Role Theory," Human Relations, 15:89-109, 
June, 1962 .
T7Richard C. Trahair ,  "The Workers Judgment of  Their 
Job as a Variable  in Work Role Analysis ,"  Human Relat ions, 
21:155, May, 1968.
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G. B. Redfern discussed an adage which is in common 
use in the m i l i t a r y  environment. The adage is ,  "The soldier  
does best that which the Commander inspects." This concept 
has applicat ion in instructional  supervision and for evalua­
tion of  ins truct iona l  performance. About th is  concept 
Redfern said:
. . .  As the objective o f  appraisal becomes more and 
more the improvement of teaching performance, appraisal  
techniques increase in e f fect iveness. The simulation of  
professional growth as a resu lt  o f  appraisal ,  is  more 
acceptable to teachers and administrators. C re a t iv i ty  
and teamwork between the teacher and the apprai ser r e ­
places the uncertainty and misunderstandings that so 
frequently  are associated with the "rat ing" types of  
apprai s a l .18
W. G. Lowey discussed the real need for continued 
evaluation of teacher performance and of  th e i r  preparation  
for teaching. In th is  regard, he advised us that superior 
instructors  are superior because they know the ir  objectives  
so w e l l .  In achieving these object ives ,  he said, "constant 
evaluation as each step leads to the next is  inherent in 
the superior teachers' procedures."1^
A-. T. Jers i ld  interviewed hundreds of  teachers in an
I^George 8. Redfern, How to Appraise Teaching Per-  
formance (Columbus, 0 . :  School Management In s t i tu te  Press,
19Ü3), pp. 7-9.
I^Warren G. Lowey, "Evaluation of  In s t ru c t io n ,"  Phi 
Delta Kappan, 48:480, May, 1967.
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e f f o r t  to determine how well each teacher knew himself ,  his 
a t t i tu d e s ,  and his par t ic u la r  strengths and weaknesses. He 
indicated his b e l ie f  in the fact  that teachers' understand­
ing o f  requirements and of  themselves is an essential  to the 
a r t  of  teaching.20
Most studies regarding the preservice preparation of  
teachers re f lec ted  an overemphasis upon theory and a neglect  
of p rac t ica l  procedures or applications in the opinion of  
program graduates. In th is  regard, A. Engel said that:
In education, especia l ly  on higher leve ls ,  there has 
been a tendency to place an inordinate amount of f a i t h  
in the wisdom and i n f a l l i b i l i t y  of theor is ts  and profes­
sional planners in education, many of  whom are compara­
t i v e l y  isolated from the requirements of teaching and 
the a c tu a l i t i e s  of  f i e ld  s ituations for which th e i r  o f ­
fer ings are preparation. Under these conditions the 
tendency has been to consider the ob l iga t ion  o f  the 
t ra in in g  in s t i tu t io n  l iquidated when the students gradu­
a t e . 21
K. H. Pittman said that "although both the develop­
ment of  a theoret ica l  framework and the precise tools for 
evaluation are of  major importance, th e i r  formulation and 
use depends upon the r e a l i s t i c  analysis of  the society and 
the s i tuat ions in which the teacher w i l l  fu n c t io n ."22
20Arthur T. J e rs i ld ,  When Teachers Face Themselves 
(New York: Columbia University  Press, 1955), Foreword, p. 3<
2lArthur Engel, "An Evaluation o f  the Teacher Educa­
t ion  Program at Huron College" (unpublished Doctoral d isser ­
t a t io n ,  Colorado State College, Greeley, Colorado, 1965), 
p. 17.
22%athleen H. Pittman, "An Evaluation o f  a Teacher
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W. H. Lucio re la ted  that th is  factor  may well be one of  the 
most potent forces in determining the future d irect ion of  
teacher p repara t ion .^3
One factor  which tends further  to complicate teacher-  
t ra in in g  curriculum planning is  the long-standing debate 
among au tho r i t ies  in the f i e l d  as to what elements should 
receive greatest emphasis. The prime area of  concern r e ­
volves around how much preparation a prospective teacher 
should receive in subject matter area and how much in profes­
sional education. Some autho r i t ies  say that  "the academic 
mind tends to overemphasize the 'what' to teach while the
9 Ixprofessional mind tends to overemphasize the 'how' to teach.
A. F. Myers and C. 0. Williams stated with reference
to th is  dilemma in curriculum planning that ;
This requirement is  the cause o f  much contention and 
argument among people who are concerned with the problem 
of teacher preparation. . . . S p e c i f ic a l ly ,  i t  re fe rs  to
Education Program by the Graduates of  a State College" (un­
published Doctoral d isser ta t ion .  Un ivers ity  of M ississippi ,  
Jackson, M iss iss ipp i ,  1964), p. 4.
23william H. Lucio, "Research C r i t ique  and a Forward 
Look, Association for Student Teaching," Evaluating Student 
Teachinq, 39th Yearbook (Cedar F a l ls ,  l a . :  The Association
Press, I960 ) ,  pp. I 8 0 - 8 I .
24wational Commission on Teacher Education and Pro­
fessional Standards, Improvi ng Standards for the Teachi nq 
Profession (Washington: National Education Association
Press, 1953 ) ,  p. 6 3 .
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
30
courses and cred its  in education and psychology. I t  
comprises the technical t ra in ing  for the spec if ic  job 
of teaching. I t  is  ca l led professional preparation  
because i t  aims to prepare for the profession of  teach­
ing. Arguments and contention grow out of  the fact  
that one group, those with the academic background i n ­
s is t  that what one knows one can teach; that one does 
not have to learn to teach. The other group, those with  
a background of professional preparation in education,  
contend that mere knowledge does not guarantee teaching 
a b i l i t y ,  that one needs to give a t ten t ion  to methods 
and procedures while learning the subject m a t te r .25
W. F. Hardt evaluated the professional education pro­
grams of two pr ivate  teacher colleges in the Midwest. A p r i ­
mary concern in his study was to determine i f  program 
graduates found d e f in i te  values in the professional educa­
tion courses of fered .  An in s ig n i f ic a n t  few were undecided 
as to the values derived from the courses, but the vast ma­
j o r i t y  recognized real values derived from professional
o f.
education courses. °
E. P. Lynn, having a concern for program ob ject ives ,  
studied professional preparation of  secondary school teach­
ers in t h i r t y  selected colleges and u n iv e rs i t ie s  accredited  
by the North Central Association. His purpose was to id e n t i fy
25Alonzo F. Myers and Clarence 0. Wil l iams, Educa­
t ion in a Democracy (New York: P ren t ic e -H a l1, 1954), p. 325.
2&Walter F. Hardt, "An Evaluation of  the Professional  
Education Program in Two Lutheran Teachers Colleges" (unpub­
lished Doctoral d isser ta t ion .  Un ivers ity  o f  Nebraska, L in­
coln, Nebraska, 1961), p. 77.
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and to analyze programs and practices in professional edu­
cation at those in s t i tu t io n s  that were used in the t ra in ing  
of secondary school teachers. Data were secured from admin­
is t r a to rs  and facu lty  through use o f  the interv iew technique. 
He reported that most in s t i tu t io n s  did not have a d e f in i te  
statement of the ir  purposes and that the purposes in teacher 
education that had been recorded were vague and stated in 
general terms.^7
M. E. Troyer and R. C. Pace wrote:
Re la t ive ly  few in s t i tu t io n s  have engaged in an ex­
tensive se l f  study program. Accredit ing agencies only 
recently  have encouraged among member in s t i tu t io n s  s e l f  
appraisals concerned pr im ar i ly  with the teacher t r a i n ­
ing program of the school.28
In 1954, the yearbook of  the American Association  
of Colleges for Teacher Education carr ied th is  statement, 
"Status of teacher education with respect to basic research 
f i f t y  years ago was p ra c t ic a l ly  n i l .  Progress even today 
is  slow."29
27[dward P. Lynn, "The Professional Preparation of  
Secondary School Teachers in Selected North Central Associa­
t ion Colleges and Univers it ies"  (unpublished Doctoral d is ­
ser ta t io n ,  Iowa State Univers ity ,  Iowa C ity ,  Iowa, 1953), 
pp. i v - v i .
98Troyer and Pace, o£. c i t . ,  pp. 2 -4 .
29Robert J. Maske, Needed Research in Teacher Edu­
c a t io n , A Report o f  the Studies and Standards Committee, 
American Association o f  Colleges for Teacher Education 
(yearbook) (Oneonta, N. Y . : The Association Press, 1954), 
p. 87.
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W. F. Hardt, K. H. Pittman, W. N. Robinson, M. A. 
Vesey, and many others indicated that t e a c h e r  education in ­
s t i tu t io n s  have made few contributions to e i ther  incidental  
or planned teacher follow-up p rogram s.30
All studies perused cal led for additional and con­
tinuing research in teacher tra in ing and recognized the mer­
i t s  of  se lf -eva luat ion  studies on the part of teachers and 
supervisors as a means for improving teacher t ra in ing and 
instructional  programs.
The majority o f  studies reviewed cal led for an i n ­
crease of  constructive instructional  supervision by compe­
tent teacher-supervisors. Among the many recommending an 
increased staff ing  of supervisors and an increase in in s tru c ­
t ional supervision were A. Engel, W. F. Hardt, J. 0. Henry,
I .  R. M i l l e r ,  W. S. Sanderfur, R. N. Schaefer, M. A. Vesey, 
and V. J. Wi se. 3̂
3°Hardt, o£. c i t . ,  p. 179; Pittman, o£. c i t . ,  p. 82; 
Will iam N. Robinson, "The Teacher Education Programs of Se­
lected Midwestern Liberal Arts Colleges Accredited by NCATE" 
(unpublished Doctoral d isser ta t ion .  University  of  Nebraska, 
Lincoln, Nebraska, 1965), p. 169; Vesey, o£. c i t .
3l£ngel,  o£. c i t . ,  p. 150; Hardt, o£. c i t . ,  p. 176; 
James 0. Henry, "An Evaluation of  a Teacher Education Pro­
gram by Graduates of  a State College" (unpublished Doctoral 
disser ta t ion .  University  of  M iss iss ipp i ,  Jackson, Mississippi,  
1964), p. 104; Theodore R. M i l l e r ,  "Selected University of 
Houston Graduates' Appraisal of Their Pre-Service Prepara­
t ion and In-Service Training Needs for Public Junior High
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R. N. Sandefur, M. A. Vesey, and V. J. Wise discov­
ered that most teachers, beginning and experienced, greatly  
valued the assistance in terms of  constructive suggestions 
which they received from fe l low teacher s . 3^
Some other elements which were found to be s i g n i f i ­
cant in the major ity  of studies perused were:
1. A need for more instruction and tra in ing in 
guiding and counseling students.
2. A need for addit ional courses to be added to the 
curri  culum.
3. A need for lessening duplication of materials in 
varied courses of  the same program.
k. A need for more fol low-up studies of graduates.
5. A need for more practica l  experience in the 
teacher- tra in ing  program.
School Teaching" (unpublished Doctoral d isser ta t ion .  Univer­
s i ty  of Houston, Houston, Texas, 1964), pp. 111-14; Walter S. 
Sandefur I I I ,  "Education o f  Secondary Teachers in Louisiana's  
White Public Schools" (unpublished Doctoral d isser ta t ion .  
University  of Arkansas, F a y e t te v i l le ,  Arkansas, 1962), d is ­
sertation Abstract;  Reed N. Schaefer, "An Evaluation o f  the 
Teacher Education Program at Parsons College" (unpublished 
Doctoral d is se r ta t io n .  University  of Nebraska, Lincoln, Ne­
braska, 1961), p. 60; Vesey, o£. c i t . ;  V i r g i l  J. Wise, "An 
Analysis of  the Expressed and Observed D i f f i c u l t i e s  of  Begin­
ning Elementary Teachers with Implications for Pre-Service  
and In-Service A c t iv i t i e s "  (unpublished Doctoral d is s e r ta ­
t io n ,  Indiana U n ivers i ty ,  Bloomington, Indiana, 1959), p.
2 2 2 .
32Sandefur, o£. c i t . ;  Vesey, o£. c i t . ;  Wise, o£. c i t . ,
p. 221.
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The areas o f  p a r t ic u la r  strength noted in a l l  stud­
ies reviewed were:
1. The overa l l  preparation of teachers for in s t ru c ­
t ion .  This was considered adequate in a l l  
schools studied.
2. The p rac t ica l  experience (student teaching and 
the l i k e ) ,  even though more was recommended in 
a l l  studies. D i f f i c u l t i e s  tended to lessen with  
experience.
3. The use of  se l f -eva luat ion  in follow-up studies.
A study which was referenced in the l i t e r a tu r e  and
which was a pioneer of  the se lf -ana lys is  methods was one con­
ducted by W. A. Lawrence and others. This study, conducted 
in 1944, involved graduates o f  the Louisiana State Univers ity  
College of Education. W. A. Lawrence and his s ta f f  set out 
to see i f  the preservice t ra in in g  of teachers was meeting 
the ir  professional and th e ir  personal needs. This endeavor 
was accomplished through sending questionnaires to program 
graduates who were teaching in the public schools o f  L o u is i ­
ana. As a re in forc ing device, pr inc ipa ls  and superintendents 
were also sent questionnaires and were asked to evaluate the 
observed performance of  the graduates concerned. Even though 
only approximately one-th ird  o f  the 704 graduates responded, 
i t  was discovered that approximately 2 3 per cent of  those
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responding l is te d  the ir  academic preparation for teaching 
inadequate. This f inding then provided facu l ty  members i n ­
sight in to  the d i f f i c u l t i e s  encountered by graduates and 
provided valuable information needed for  modifying the cur­
riculum of  the p r o g r a m . 33
Numerous inqu ir ies  were made in w r i t in g  and in per­
son to m i l i t a r y  service schools with reference to instructor  
t ra in in g  programs which they had evaluated in recent years. 
All  who repl ied indicated that they conduct continual eva lu­
ations of  th e i r  programs on an informal basis. Primary con­
cern was the basing o f  instructor  effect iveness upon student 
achievement and observed performance by supervisors.
No formal studies were ava i lab le  to th is  w r i te r  for  
incorporation into th is  review.
The m i l i t a r y  academies (Army, Navy, and A ir  Force) 
and the m i l i t a r y  colleges (Armed Forces Industr ia l  College, 
War College, and Command and General S t a f f ,  £ t  £l_. ) have 
conducted formal studies which are r e a l ly  not applicable to 
th is  w r i t ing  as th e i r  instructional  s ta f fs  are comprised of
33w. A. Lawrence, et £]_., A Report on the Functions, 
Servi ces, and Needs of the Col lege of Education of  the 
Loui si ana State Universi ty and Aqricu ltura l  and Meehani cal 
Col l e g e T saton Rouge, La.:  The Bureau of  Educational Mate­
r i a l s ,  S t a t is t ic s  and Research, College of Education, Lo u is i ­
ana State Univers ity  and Agricultura l  and Mechanical College,  
1944), pp. 22-25.
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subject spec ia l is ts  with extensive m i l i t a r y  or c i v i l i a n  ex­
perience and special professional educational t ra in ing  pro­
vided by c i v i l i a n  colleges and u n iv e rs i t ie s .  The studies 
noted in the l i t e r a tu r e  which concerned these schools in ­
volved an evaluation of  a to ta l  program and an inservice  
t ra in ing program.3^ All  f indings were complementary to ex­
is t in g  operations. The la t te r  referenced study by Lawrence 
indicated that the A ir  Force Academy inservice t ra in ing  pro­
gram is o f  real value and is espec ia l ly  e f f e c t i v e . 35
Summary of  Li tera ture  Review
The l i t e r a tu r e  and research studies reviewed in th is  
chapter have been follow-up studies or have pertained to the 
v a l i d i t y  of  fol low-up studies. The major ity  have been stud­
ies that were conducted in an attempt to discover facts  
about the degree of e f fect iveness achieved by te a c h e r - t ra in ­
ing in s t i tu t io n s  in th e ir  preservice preparation of teachers. 
While each study was designed to f u l f i l l  th is  function for a
3^0uane L. Packard, "An Evaluation o f  the Educational 
Program of the Industr ia l  College of  the Armed Forces with 
Implications for Higher Education" (unpublished Doctoral d is ­
s er ta t io n ,  American U n ivers i ty ,  Washington, D. C . , 1962), 
un ivers i ty  microfi lm abstract;  Gerald C. Lawrence, " In -S erv ­
ice Training for the Instructional  S ta f f  at  the United States 
Air Force Academy" (unpublished Master's thes is ,  Colorado 
College, Colorado Springs, Colorado, 196), pp. 44-46.
35Lawrence, " In -Serv ice  Training for the Instru c tio na l  
S ta f f  at the United States A ir Force Academy," op. ci t .
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p a r t icu la r  college or un ivers i ty  or group of  these, some 
f indings occurred consistently .  Some were;
1. Interviews and questionnaires were important 
means o f  ascertaining the views o f  graduates of  
teacher education program with reference to the ir  
preservice education and ex is t ing  inservice needs.
2. Employers and supervisors of  teachers (pr inc ipa ls  
and superintendents) were an important source of  
data regarding strengths and weaknesses noted in 
graduates of educational programs.
3. Teacher se lf -eva luat ions and those o f  ins t ru c ­
t ional supervisors with reference to instructor  
effect iveness had a pos it ive  corre la t ion .
4. M ajor i ty  o f  a l l  teacher education program gradu­
ates in the studies perused indicated that the ir  
preservice preparation for instruct ing  was ade­
quate.
5. Student teaching and pract ica l  experiences 
gained in the respective teacher education pro­
grams were of great value.
6. Constructive suggestions by competent ins t ru c ­
t ional  supervisors were needed and desired.
7. More t ra in ing  in counseling and guidance proce­
dures was needed.
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8. More emphasis upon pract ica l  and applicable  
methods and less emphasis upon theory were de­
sired by the m ajority .
9 . Less duplicat ion of materials in courses was 
desi rable .
10. More follow-up studies of teacher t ra in ing pro­
gram graduates should be conducted.
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CHAPTER I I I  
COLLECTION OF DATA
I .  MEASURING DEVICE
The co l lec t ion  of necessary information and data was 
accomplished by use o f  the personal interview method. Two 
structured interviews were developed for use as measuring 
instruments. These were id e n t i f ie d  as Instructor  Interview  
Form "A" and Instructional  Supervisor Interview Form "B." 
Copies of  each are included as appendices C and D o f  th is  
study.
Instructor  Interview Form
Interview Form A, e n t i t le d  " Instructor  Interview  
Form," was designed for use in evaluating the preservice  
education and the ex is ten t  inservice educational needs of  
the selected instructor  graduates of  the Faculty Development 
Course.
The instructor  interview form consisted of  three 
major parts .  These were;
Part I :  Basic Personal Information
Part I I ;  Instructor  Appraisal of the Faculty De­
velopment Course Effectiveness in Struc­
tured Terms
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Part I I I :  Pertinent Unstructured Questions, " In ­
structor Observations"
Part I was designed to id e n t i fy  the instructor i n ­
terviewed and to determine his p a r t icu la r  charac te r is t ics ,  
to include his educational and exper ient ia l  background.
Part I I  of the form involved the instructor  ap­
pra isal  of his course t ra in ing in highly structured terms. 
This structure ( c r i t e r i a )  was based upon the objectives which 
were sought in the course. These c r i t e r i a  were expressed in 
terms of expected a t t i tud es  and behaviors of e f fe c t iv e  i n ­
s tructors.  ^
Part I I I  consisted of  a series o f  unstructured (open- 
end) questions designed to id e n t i fy  par t ic u la r  areas of  
strength and weakness in the Faculty Development Program. 
Part icu lar  information involving an assessment of existent  
continuing inservice education needs was also sought.
Instructional  Supervisor Interview Form
Interview From B, e n t i t le d  " Instruct ional  Supervisor 
Form," was a rating device designed for use by supervisors 
in evaluating the preservice education and the ex is tent  con­
tinuing inservice needs of the instructors interviewed.
^United States Army Medical Field Service School, 
In s t ru c to r ' s Guide, op. c i t . , p. 87.
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The same "e f fe c t iv e  instructor t r a i t s "  were u t i l i z e d  
as the evaluat ive  c r i t e r i a .  The assessments were based upon 
the observed performance of the instructor course graduates 
serving as primary instructors.
This interview form also consisted of three major 
parts.  These were:
Part I :  Basic Personal Information
Part I I :  Supervisor Appraisal of the Faculty Devel­
opment Course Effectiveness in Structured 
Terms
Part I I I :  Pertinent Unstructured Questions, "Super­
visor Observations"
The supervisor interview form was developed in par­
a l l e l  structure to the instructor  form in the highly s truc­
tured areas. In the unstructured (open-end questions) areas, 
th is  was done where applicable.
Part I was designed to id en t i fy  the supervisor i n ­
terviewed and to determine his par t icu la r  charac te r is t ic s ,  
to include his educational and exper ient ia l  background.
Part I I  consisted of a highly structured set of ques­
t ions based upon the same e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s  as 
those u t i l i z e d  by the instructors interviewed.
Part I I I  consisted of a series of  unstructured (open- 
end) questions designed to ide n t i fy  p a r t ic u la r  areas of  
strength and weakness in the Faculty Development Program.
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Continuing education needs were also to be id e n t i f ie d  in 
th is  portion of  the interview form.
Pretesting of  Measuring Devi ce
A d e f in i te  advantage was noted in the u t i l i z a t i o n  of  
the personal interview. This technique allowed the single 
interviewer to standardize procedures and make c la r i f ic a t io n s  
with reference to the terminology used.
In preparing the interview form, an e f fo r t  was ex­
erted to structure questions to the specif ic  e f fe c t iv e  i n ­
structor t r a i t s  sought in the preservice education of  
instructors in the Faculty Development Course.
Actual interviews were conducted with seventeen f e l ­
low graduate students at Louisiana State University  to e l im i ­
nate ambiguous questions or those which were too complex or 
too awkward. This e f f o r t  was extended to twelve instructors ,  
ten supervisors, and three administrators at the United 
States Army Medical F ie ld Service School who would not be 
involved in the study.
I I .  GATHERING OF THE DATA
The personal interview method was u t i l i z e d  in gather­
ing the necessary information and data. The interviews were 
scheduled through the respective course and department
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directors upon approval o f  the commandant.
The actual interviews o f  individual instructors and 
supervisors were conducted in appropriate pr ivate  o f f ices  
located in the instructor  and the supervisor work areas.
A l l  interviews were conducted over a six-week per­
iod. Each interviewing session averaged approximately 
t h i r t y  minutes per individual instructor and supervisor.
The study involved 260 interviews, including 130 instructors  
who met the c r i t e r i a  set for th  in the l im ita t io ns  and 130 
supervi sors.
The recording of  information and data was accom­
plished by the interviewer during the interviews. E f fo r ts  
were made to record the information without d is trac t ing  from 
the interview. The recording technique was explained to 
each interviewee a f te r  rapport was established, and he was 
f i r s t  advised of  the purposes and the values of the study 
and his essential part  in i t .  At th is  time, he was also as­
sured that a l l  information gathered would be handled c o n f i ­
d e n t ia l ly  and that he would remain anonymous.
Interview forms A and B were designed to gather i n ­
formation which could be ea s i ly  recorded and tabulated.
Short responses to questions in sections I and I I I  of  the 
forms were inserted in the blanks provided, and a coded r e ­
sponse was simply c i rc led  in the highly structured Section
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I I  of  each p a ra l le l  instructor  and supervisor interview  
form. Every e f f o r t  was made to standardize answers to i n ­
terviewee's questions involving terminology or in c l a r i f y ­
ing points concerning the information sought in the study.
The interviewing procedural ou t l ine  which was f o l ­
lowed consisted o f :  (1) establishing rapport ,  (2) c l a r i f y ­
ing the purpose of  the study, (3) c la r i fy in g  the purpose of  
the interview and the procedures to be followed, (4) reas­
suring with reference to anonymity, (5) securing personal 
data, and (6) securing and recording the information and 
data essential to the study.
I I I .  TREATMENT OF THE DATA
Chapters IV ,  V, and VI o f  th is  study included the 
presentation and analysis of the information and data gath­
ered from the interviews. Chapter IV introduced the i n ­
structors who were interviewed in terms of the general 
information collected in Part I of  the Instructor  Interview  
Form "A" e n t i t le d  "Basic Personal Information."
In Part I I  of  the Instructor  Interv iew Form "A" each 
of  the "e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s "  which was sought in the 
instructor  preservice and inservice education programs was 
analyzed, tabulated, and recorded in terms of  the coded r e ­
sponses c irc led  during the interviews.
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The instructor  responses to each of the "e f fe c t iv e  
instructor  t r a i t s "  were recorded in appropriate tables in 
terms of actual whole numbers, percentages, and means. Nu­
merical values to be u t i l i z e d  in a rat ing scale were as­
signed to each of the coded responses as follows:
E--Excel lent 4 points
G--Good 3 points
F - -F a ir  2 points
P--Poor 1 point
U--Undecided 0 points
The undecided response was included to allow i n d i ­
vidual interviewees an option not to answer i f  they thought 
a spec if ic  question did not apply, was u n fa i r ,  or was not 
understood.
The items (e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s )  were d is ­
cussed and included in appropriate tables in the order in 
which they appeared in the interview forms.
A high to ta l  rat ing indicated that instructor  con­
sensus rated the course high in i t s  developing o f  a p a r t ic u ­
lar  e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t  ob ject ive .  A low tota l  
ra t in g ,  on the other hand, indicated that the instructor  
consensus rated the course low in i t s  developing of  a par ­
t ic u la r  e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t  ob ject ive .
Part I I I  of  the Instructor Interview Form "A"
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consisted o f  numerous open-end questions which were de­
signed to seek information concerning the areas of p a r t ic u ­
lar strength or weakness which the instructors  may have 
noted in the course. There were also some questions de­
signed to id e n t i fy  continuing inservice education needs.
Tabulation and categorization of  these unstructured 
items were accomplished. The instructor  rat ings which i n d i ­
cated par t ic u la r  strengths or weaknesses in the course and 
those that indicated continuing inservice education needs 
and which appeared in f i f t e e n  or more of the instructor r e ­
sponses were considered s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f ic a n t  for the 
purpose of th is  study. These items were explained and i n ­
cluded in tables which indicate the actual whole numbers and 
percentages of the instructor responses.
Chapter V introduced the instruct iona l  supervisors 
who have been interviewed in terms o f  the general informa­
t ion collected in Part I of  the Instructional  Supervisor I n ­
terview Form "B" e n t i t le d  "Basic Personal Information."
This information was included in appropriate tables fo l low ­
ing the necessary explanations.
In Part I I  of  the Instructional  Supervisor Form "B" 
each o f  the "e f fec t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s "  which were sought 
in the instructor  preservice and inservice education pro­
grams were analyzed, tabulated, and recorded in terms of the
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co de d  r e s p o n s e s  c i r c l e d  d u r i n g  t h e  i n t e r v i e w s .
The supervisor rat ings of the " e f fe c t iv e  instructor  
t r a i t s "  were recorded in terms of actual whole numbers, per ­
centages, and means. Numerical values were assigned and 
u t i l i z e d  in a rat ing scale for each coded response. The 
numerical values were the same as those mentioned in the 
analysis o f  Part I I  of  the instructor  interv iew form.
The items (e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s )  were d is ­
cussed and included in appropriate tables in the order in 
which they appeared on the interview form.
Part I I I  o f  the instructional  supervisor interview  
form consisted of  numerous open-end questions which (as in 
the instructor interview form) were designed to seek in f o r ­
mation concerning the areas of p a r t icu la r  strength or weak­
ness which the instructional  supervisors may have noted in 
the course preparation of  instructors.  This section of the 
interview form was also designed to id e n t i fy  areas o f  con­
tinuing inservice education needs.
Tabulation and categorization of  these unstructured 
items were recorded item by item. The supervisor rat ings  
which indicated pa r t ic u la r  strengths or weaknesses in the 
course and those that id e n t i f ie d  continuing inservice educa­
t ion needs and which appeared in f i f t e e n  or more of the su­
pervisor responses were considered s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f ican t ,
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These items were explained and included in tables which i n ­
dicate the whole numbers and percentages of supervisor r e ­
sponses.
Chapter VI was designed to compare and contrast i n ­
structor and instruct iona l  supervisor appraisals of the e f ­
fectiveness of  the Faculty Development Course in achieving 
selected stated objectives.  A comparison of the ir  assess­
ments of continuing inservice education needs was also 
accompli shed.
The f i r s t  data to be compared by means of appropri­
ate tables were the "general information" gathered in Sec­
tion I of the instructor  and the instructional  supervisor 
interview forms A and B.
The next data compared were those which were c o l ­
lected in Part I I  of  the p a ra l le l  portion of  the closed 
interview items of  the instructor  and the supervisor forms 
A and 8. Each of  the " e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s "  which 
was sought in the preservice and the inservice education 
programs was analyzed, tabulated, recorded, and s t a t i s t i ­
ca l ly  compared item by item in terms of the coded (weighted) 
responses.
The rat ings of  instructors  and those of the in s t ru c ­
t ional  supervisors were recorded in terms o f  actual whole 
numbers, percentages, and means.
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Items were included in these comparative tables in 
the order in which they appeared in the interv iew forms.
Comparisons o f  instructor  and supervisor rat ings de­
rived from tabulat ing the ir  responses to the open-end ques­
tions included in Part I I I  of  interview forms A and B were 
a 1 so accomp1i shed.
Those items by which instructors  and supervisors i n ­
dicated areas of p a r t ic u la r  strengths and/or weaknesses in 
the Faculty Development Course and those items which i d e n t i ­
f ied  continuing inservice education needs were included.
Like responses to these open-end questions which 
appeared in f i f t e e n  or more of instructor  and supervisor 
appraisals were considered s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t  for  
inclusion. The comparative tables indicated whole numbers 
and percentages of  instructor  and supervisor responses.
In an attempt to determine i f  s ign i f ican t  d i f f e r ­
ences existed between the opinions of  instructors  and those 
of supervisors, the computerized "F" test  was u t i l i z e d . 2 
This test  (on highly structured items) was accomplished in 
Section I I  o f  the instructor  and the supervisor interv iew  
forms A and 8.
^Henry F. G arre t t ,  S ta t is t ic s  in Psychology and Edu- 
cation (New York: David McKay Company, In c . ,  1964), pp.
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CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA GATHERED 
FROM FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COURSE 
INSTRUCTOR GRADUATES
I .  BASIC PERSONAL INFORMATION
As was previously discussed, 130 Faculty Development 
Course graduates who were engaged in actual instruct ing  and 
th e i r  instructional  supervisors provided the primary data 
for th is  study.
The age range of the instructors  interviewed was 
nineteen to f i f t y - t h r e e  years o f  age. The mean age was 
twenty-eight years and the mode was age twenty-three. The 
sample included m i l i t a ry  instructors from fo r ty - fo u r  states,  
the majority  o f  which were twenty-f ive  years of age or un­
der. The specif ic  breakdown in th e ir  ages is  included in 
Table I ,  page 51*
The m i l i t a r y  rank range of the instructors i n t e r ­
viewed was from the enl is ted grade of  pr ivate  (E2) through 
f i r s t  l ieutenant (02) .  The mean rank was sergeant f i r s t  
class or spec ia l is t  sixth class (E6) and the mode was corpo­
ra l  or spec ia l is t  fourth class (E4). The specif ic  ranks of
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TABLE I
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL F IE L D
SERVICE SCHOOL INSTRUCTOR AGES
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the instructors interviewed are included in Table I I ,  page 
53.
Forty-four of the instructors  interviewed were s in ­
g le ,  while e ig h ty -s ix  were married.
The study involved instructor  personnel who were 
trained in th ir teen  d i f fe r e n t  m i l i t a r y  (medical) occupa­
t ional spec ia l t ies  and who were instructing in seven sepa­
rate academic departments of the United States Army Medical 
Field Service School. The actual assignment d is t r ib u t io n  
of  the instructors interviewed is included in Table I I I ,  
page 54.
All  of  the 130 instructors  interviewed were high-  
school graduates and fo r ty  were col lege graduates. Among 
the college degrees were three doctorates, one bachelor of 
laws, and f iv e  master's degrees, and the balance of  t h i r t y -  
one had earned bachelor degrees in a va r ie ty  of  f ie ld s .
The mean of college t ra in ing  in years was 2.34. The actual 
number of years of  college t ra in ing  (based upon 30 semester 
cre d i t  hours per academic year) is  included in Table IV,  
page 55.
In addition to college programs, a l l  instructors  i n ­
terviewed were asked i f  they were currently  enrolled or par ­
t ic ip a t in g  in o f f -d u ty  c iv i l i a n  education courses. United 
States Armed Forces In s t i t u t e  (USAFI) courses, or m i l i t a ry
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TABLE I I
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL F IELD
SERVICE SCHOOL INSTRUCTOR RANK
Instructor  Rank Frequency Percentage
Private  (E2) 4 3
Private F i rs t  Class (E3) 20 15
Corporal or Specia l is t  
Fourth Class (E4) 27 21
Sergeant or Specia l is t  
F i f th  Class (E5) 13 10
Sergeant F i rs t  Class or
Specia l is t  Sixth Class (E6) 23 18
Master Sergeant or Senior 
Specia l is t  (E7) 21 16
Master Sergeant (E8) 2 1
Second Lieutenant (01) 14 11
F irs t  Lieutenant (02) 6 5
TOTALS 130 100
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TABLE I I I
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL FIELD SERVICE SCHOOL
INSTRUCTOR ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT ASSIGNMENTS
Department Frequency Percentage
Department of  
Admini s t ra t i  on 6 5
Department of  
Dental Science 10 8
Department of
Medicine and Surgery 42 32
Department of  
Neuropsychi a try 3 2
Department of
Pathology and Laboratory 38 29
Department of
Preventive Medicine 30 23
Department of
Veterinary Medicine 1 1
TOTALS 130 100
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TABLE IV
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL FIELD SERVICE SCHOOL 
INSTRUCTORS PREVIOUS COLLEGE TRAINING
Number of Academic Years* Frequency Percentage
Less than one academic year 33 25
One academic year 25 19
Two academic years 18 14
Three academic years 13 10
Four academic years 21 16
Five academic years 10 8
Six academic years 4 3
Seven academic years 3 2
Eight academic years 1 1
Nine academic years 2 2
TOTALS 130 100
*An academic year was computed as 30 semester
cred it  hours.
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correspondence courses. Thirty-two indicated that they 
were par t ic ip a t in g  in the courses described while n inety -  
eight said that they were not. Eighteen of  the th i r ty - tw o  
attending o f f -d u ty  courses were completing selected m i l i t a r y  
correspondence courses while fourteen were attending o f f -  
duty c i v i l i a n  college and un ivers i ty  courses or were en­
ro l led  in Armed Forces In s t i tu te  courses.
Many instructors  interviewed stated that they 
planned to improve themselves through o f f -d u ty  c i v i l i a n  or 
m il i t a ry  courses a f te r  they gained s u f f ic ie n t  experience 
and confidence in ins truc t ing .
None of  those interviewed were enrolled in teacher 
education courses but rather in courses related to the ir  
m il i t a r y  occupational spec ia l t ies  or f ie ld s  of  special i n ­
te res t .
A prime concern in the study was to determine what 
actual instruct iona l  experience the instructors  interviewed  
may have had pr io r  to completing the Faculty Development 
Course. I t  was discovered that a to ta l  of  twelve had done 
some type of  instruct ing  in c i v i l i a n  l i f e  pr ior  to entering  
the service. Seven of these were assistant instructors  
( laboratory assistants ,  ^  aJL* ) while attending graduate 
school. Six had instructed one year or less; three had i n ­
structed two years; two had instructed three years; and one
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had instructed four years.
F i f t y - th r e e  of  the instructors  interviewed had six  
months or less actual m i l i t a r y  instructional  experience. 
Sixty-one had instructed six months to one year in the m i l i ­
ta ry .  The sixteen instructors  remaining consisted p r im ar i ly  
of senior noncommissioned o f f ic e rs  and senior medical spe­
c i a l i s t s  who had previous m i l i t a ry  instructional  experience 
ranging from two to twelve years. The mean for m i l i t a r y  i n ­
struction was 1.20 years.
Another factor considered of importance in th is  
study was the actual m i l i t a r y  exper ient ia l  level of the i n ­
structors interviewed. The range of actual m i l i t a r y  e x p e r i ­
ence was from less than six months to twenty-four years.
The mean of m i l i t a r y  experience for the instructors  i n t e r ­
viewed was 1.20 years. The actual m i l i t a r y  experience f r e ­
quency of the instructors  interviewed is included in Table 
V, page 58.
When the instructors  interviewed were asked i f  they 
volunteered for instructorsh ip ,  109 of  130 said that they 
had. The majority  of the twenty-one who did not volunteer  
did not object to becoming instructors when they were advised 
that they were needed in th is  endeavor. Most often a short­
age in a c r i t i c a l  m i l i t a r y  occupational specialty  prompted 
appointing q u a l i f ie d  persons who did not s p e c i f ic a l ly
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TABLE V
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL F IELD  SERVICE
SCHOOL INSTRUCTOR M IL IT A R Y  EXPERIENCE
Active Federal M i l i t a r y  Service* Frequency Percentage
Less than six months 3 2
One year 60 46
Two years 6 5
Three years 4 3
Four years 4 3
Five years 5 4
Six years 1 1
Seven years 1 1
Eight years 1 1
Ten years 9 7
Eleven years 1 1
Twelve years 2 1
Thirteen years 4 3
Fourteen years 1 1
Fif teen  years 4 3
Sixteen years 3 2
Eighteen years 5 4
Nineteen years 7 5
Twenty years 3 2
Twenty-one years 2 2
Twenty-three years 3 2
Twenty-four years 1 1
TOTALS 130 100
*Active m i l i ta ry  service does not include Reserve 
or National Guard Duty performed while in c iv i l ia n  
status. Computations were made by considering over six  
months as the next year of active  federal service, i . e . ,  
seven months = one year, e tc .
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volunteer for instructorship.
The instructors  were asked to reveal th e i r  present 
a t t i tu d e  toward serving as a m i l i t a r y  ins tructor .  The f r e ­
quency of  responses was as follows:
1. I d is l ik e  i t  very much.........................................  4
2. I am not too interested in i t .......................  2
3. I am in d i f fe re n t  to the i d e a ............................ 6
4. I am rather happy and pleased with i t  . . 45
5. I l ike  i t  very m u c h .............................................  73
The mean on th is  f iv e -p o in t  rating  scale (1 = d is l ik e  and
5 = 1ike) was 4.39.
A majority of  seventy-three instructors  (56 per cent) 
stated that they liked instructing very much, and f o r t y - f i v e  
(35 per cent) stated that they are rather happy and pleased 
with instruct ing.  Nine of  the twelve who indicated that  
they e i th er  d is l iked  instructional  dut ies ,  were not i n t e r ­
ested, or were in d i f fe re n t  to the idea stated that they had 
not volunteered for instructorship .
I I .  INSTRUCTOR APPRAISAL OF THE FACULTY 
DEVELOPMENT COURSE
In Part I I  of  the instructor  interv iew form, each of  
the "e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s "  which were sought in the 
instructor  preservice t ra in ing  program was analyzed.
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tabulated, and recorded in terms o f  the coded responses 
c irc led  during the interviews.
The instructor  responses to each of these fo r ty - fo ur  
highly structured items were tabulated item by item in the 
order in which they appeared in the measuring device u t i l i z e d  
(Part I I  of  Instructor  Interview Form "A"). The s ta t is t ic a l  
analysis and background information considered essential  to 
each item was presented item by item also. Basica l ly ,  how­
ever,  the numerical values u t i l i z e d  were:
Code Rating Numerical Value
E Excellent 4 points
G Good 3 points
F Fair 2 points
P Poor 1 point
U Undecided 0 points
The undecided response, although not having a point 
value, was included so that individual interviewees would be 
afforded an option not to respond i f  they thought a s truc­
tured question did not apply, was u n fa i r ,  or was not under­
stood. This response was seldom u t i l i z e d .
Instructor  Appraisal of  
Scholarship Factors
Question 1: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  helping you better  to know your 
subject matter?
This question caused some confusion and f ru s tra t io n
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among course graduates because, even though th is  was a 
stated object ive  of the course, i t  was obvious that l i t t l e  
emphasis or assistance in technical medical and related  
specia l t ies  could be provided by the educator- instructional  
s ta f f  of the course.
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rating Instructor Responses Percentage
Undecided 2 1
Poor 45 35




The mean based upon the before-mentioned rat ing  
scale was 2 .18,  or f a i r .
Question 2; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  emphasizing the importance of  
keeping currently  informed in your subject area?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 13 10




The mean for th is  item was 3.02, or good.
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Question 3: How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course In terms of I t s  emphasizing the importance of  
keeping currently  informed on changing m i l i t a r y  doctrine?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows :
Rating Instructor Responses Percentage
Poor 11 8




The mean for th is  item was 2 .89,  or good.
Question 4; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  stimulating you continuously to 
work and study in your p a r t ic u la r  f ie ld ?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows :






The mean for th is  item was 3*13, or good.
Question 5; How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  developing in you a sincere i n ­
terest  in and a devotion to teaching?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for  th is  item was as
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f o l  l o w s :
Rating Instructor Responses Percentage
Poor k 3




The mean for th is  item was 3*31» or good.
Ins tru c to r Appraisal o f Class Procedure 
and Management Factors
Question 1 : How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in i t s  preparing you to develop lesson plans,  
instructor  manuscripts, and supporting materials?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows:





The mean for th is  item was 3*31, or good. Although 
th is  item received a high ra t in g ,  some of  the instructor  
graduates f e l t  i t  was overemphasized and d is l iked  f i l l i n g  
the course requirements in th is  area.
Question 2: How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  developing in you the a b i l i t y  to 
state instruct ional  objectives c learly?
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The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
f o l l o w s :
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 2 1




The mean for th is  item was 3*48, or good.
Question How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms o f  i t s  preparing you to select wisely  
among study references?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 12 9




The mean for th is  item was 2.70,  or good.
Question 4: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms o f  i t s  preparing you to make meaningful 
assignments with objectives and standards of  performance 
c le a r ly  stated?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
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Rating Instructor Responses Percentage




The mean for th is  item was 3»18, or good.
Question 5: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  aiding you to understand the 
uses of texts  and doctrine references as points of  departure? 
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows :






The mean for th is  item was 2.95» or good.
Question How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  preparing you to coordinate and 
in tegrate  concepts while keeping them in th e i r  proper se­
quence and perspective?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
fo 11ows;
Rati ng Instructor Responses Percentage
Poor 4 3
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The mean of th is  item was 3*27» or good.
Question 7: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  developing in you an a b i l i t y  for 
adapting concepts and vocabulary to the students' level?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
f o 11ows;
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 8 6




The mean of th is  item was 3»13, or good.
Question 8; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  providing you with an understand­
ing of the need for c a re fu l ly  defining newly introduced 
words, expressions, and abbreviations?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 5 4




The mean of  th is  item was 3*31, or good.
Question 9: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms o f  i t s  providing you with an a b i l i t y
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for sett ing c lear -cu t  standards of performance and for hold­
ing the class to them?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for this item was as
follows :
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 6 5




The mean of  th is  item was 3.33, or good.
Question 10; How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  providing you with an aware­
ness of the need for making frequent checks on student 
learning by means of questions, quizzes, and exercises?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage




The mean of  th is  item was 3.68, or excel l e n t .
Question 11: How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  emphasis upon dynamic in s t ru c ­
t ion which stimulates student in te res t  and allows for  
maximum student p a r t ic ip a t io n  and achievement as opposed to 
reading an e n t i re  lecture to the class?
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The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
f o l l o w s :





The mean of th is  item was 3*62, or excel l e n t .
Question 12: How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  making you more mindful of the
need for the use of  excellent English in the communication
process?
The d is tr ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rati ng Instructor Responses Percentage
Poor 2 1




The mean of th is  item was 3*45» or good.
Question 13; How would you ra te  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  aiding you to be concise and
decisive in the instructional  process?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
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Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Fair  11 8
Good 48 37
Excel lent 71 55
TOTALS 130 100
The mean of th is  item was 3*46, or good.
Question 14; How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  providing you with an under­
standing of  and an a b i l i t y  for u t i l i z i n g  mature and e f fe c t iv e  
d isc ip l ine  while respecting the r ig h ts ,  the fee l ings ,  and 
the aspirations of  each student at a l l  times?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 6 5




The mean of th is  item was 3*45, or good.
Question 15: How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  developing in you an a b i l i t y  
to maintain eye contact with the students?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
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Rati ng Instructo r Responses Percentage
Poor 2 1




The mean of th is  item was 3*69» or excel l e n t . Many 
of the instructors  interviewed stated that they had real  
d i f f i c u l t y  upon entering the course in maintaining eye con­
tac t .  Most f e l t  that they improved tremendously in th is  
area.
Question 16; How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  developing in you an under­
standing of  the need for a well-organized topical ou t l ine  
for each period of  instruction?
The d is tr ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rating Ins truc tor Responses Percentage
Poor 1 1




The mean of th is  item was 3*69» or excel le n t . 
Question 17: How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  i t s  developing in you an a b i l i t y
to glance only momentarily and occasionally at the topical  
out l ine  during instruct iona l  periods?
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The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  r e s p o n s e s  f o r  t h i s  i t e m  was as
f o l l o w s ;




Excel lent 65 50
TOTALS 130 100
The mean of  th is  item was 3.32,  or good. This was 
another area which many of  the instructors  interviewed  
stated gave them real d i f f i c u l t y  upon entry into the course. 
Many found i t  especia l ly  d i f f i c u l t  to r e f r a in  from concen­
t ra t in g  upon a prepared scrip t  and thus losing eye contact 
and oftentimes the enthusiasm generated by group involvement.
Question 18: How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  developing in you an under­
standing of the need for allowing and encouraging students 
to question and discuss items in class?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 1 1




The mean o f  th is  item was 3.61, or excel l e n t . Ques­
t ions by students and the ir  comments with reference to
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materials covered are encouraged.
Question 19: How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  how well i t  trained or prepared 
you to permit expression of  opinion which is not in agree­
ment with that presented?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows:






The mean of th is  item was 2.97» or good. This item 
required an explanation of what is  meant by expression of  
opinion not in agreement with that presented. The expres­
sion was delimited to honest, in q u is i t iv e  type questions or 
opinions which would a c tu a l ly  aid in the learning process. 
Obvious attempts on the part  of  a student to r id ic u le  or 
harass an instructor  were ruled out in s o l ic i t in g  responses 
to th is  question.
Question 20: How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  teaching you to make opportuni 
t ie s  which w i l l  re la te  the class to a c t i v i t i e s  or elements 
which are found outside the classroom but which are p r a c t i ­
cable and pertinent?
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The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  r e s p o n s e s  f o r  t h i s  i t e m  was as
f o l l o w s :
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 5 4




The mean of th is  item was 3»10, or good.
Question 21 : How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  t ra in ing  you to prepare va l id  
examinations which are based upon course lesson objectives?  
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows :
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 8 6




The mean of  th is  item was 3*24, or good.
Question 22: How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  i t s  developing in you the a b i l i t y  
to prepare and administer ob ject ive  examinations?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows;
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R a t i  ng I n s t r u c t o r  R e s ponses  P e r c e n t a g e
Poor 5 4




The mean of th is  item was 3*17, or good.
Question 23: How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  tra in ing you to develop r e l i ­
able examinations which w i l l  consistently achieve desired 
results?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 2 1




The mean of th is  item was 3*22, or good.
Question 24: How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  providing you with an aware­
ness o f  the need for returning examinations and other graded 
w rit ten  exercises as soon as practicable so that  students 
are made aware of th e i r  achievement status and needs?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows :
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R a t i n g  I n s t r u c t o r  R e s p o n ses P e r c e n t a g e
Poor 2 2




The mean of th is  item was 3*55, or excel le n t .
Question 25: How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  aiding you in understanding
the need for reteaching or re p e t i t io n  and reinforcement of  
key elements o f  instruction?
The d is tr ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 3 2




The mean of th is  item was 3 .62,  or excel l e n t .
Question 26: How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  developing in you an a b i l i t y
to counsel students e f fe c t iv e ly ?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 32 25
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The mean of  th is  item was 2.37» or f a i r . The s ig ­
n i f ic a n t  element in th is  d is t r ib u t io n  was that 56 per cent 
rated the item e i th e r  poor or f a i r .
Question 27: How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  encouraging you to set an ex­
ample for scholarship, leadership, and m i l i t a r y  manner at  
a l l  times?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows;
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 1 1




The mean of  th is  item was 3*46, or good.
Question 2 8 : How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  developing in you an awareness
of and an a b i l i t y  in varying instructional  techniques to 
suit  the subject and the needs o f  the students best?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 2 1
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The mean of th is  item was 3 •37» or good.
Instructor  Apprai sal of  
Personali ty Factors
Question 1; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing you with an understand­
ing of  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being energetic and 
enthusiast ic  about his work?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
f o 11ows;
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 1 1




The mean of th is  item was 3*60, or excel le n t .
Question 2: How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing you with an understand­
ing of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being modest?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
f o 11ows:
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 9 7
Fair  19 15
Good 55 • 42
Excellent 47 36
TOTALS 130 100
The mean of th is  item was 3*08, or good.
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Question 3: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing you with an understand­
ing of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being pat ient  and 
under standi ng?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 4 3




The mean of th is  item was 3*28, or good.
Question 4: How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing you with an understand­
ing of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for maintaining an active  
in te res t  in instructing?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 1 1




The mean of  th is  item was 3*58, or excel l e n t .
Question 5: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  providing you with an
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understanding o f  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being objective  
( f a i r ,  consistent,  and honest)?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage




The mean of th is  item was 3*59, or excel l e n t .
Question How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  providing you with an under­
standing of  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being tolerant?
The d is tr ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage
Undecided 1 1
Poor 2 2




The mean of th is  item was 3«38» or good.
Question 7: How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  developing in you an under­
standing of  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being d e f in i t e  and 
decis ive ,  while not being dogmatic?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
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f o l  l o w s :






The mean of  th is  item was 3*19» or good.
Question 8: How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  providing you with an under­
standing of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for  t reat ing a l l  students 
and co-workers with equal consideration and respect?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Rati ng Instructor Responses Percentage
Poor 2 2




The mean of  th is  item was 3*54, or excel l e n t . 
Question 9: How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  providing you with an under­
standing of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for possession and 
maintenance of  a good sense of humor, while s t i l l  keeping 
matters in the ir  proper perspective?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
f o 11ows:
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The mean of th is  item was 3*41, or good.
Question 10; How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  providing you with an under­
standing of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being immaculate and 
proper in appearance at a l l  times?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows :
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Poor 2 2




The mean of th is  item was 3*61, or excel l e n t .
Question 11; How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  providing you with an under­
standing of  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for developing well-organized  
habits which indicate a w e l l - in tegra ted  personality?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
f o 11ows;
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The mean of the item was 3»28, or good.
The following structured question which evaluates  
the overall  e f fect iveness of  the Faculty Development Course 
was included as Item 9 in Part I I I  of  the instructor  i n t e r ­
view form e n t i t l e d  " Instructor  Observations." The question 
is  included as a meaningful summary item for th is  highly 
structured Part I I  of  the instructor interview form.
Summary Question; How would you rate the Faculty 
Development Course (o v e ra l l )  in i t s  preparing you for i n ­
structor shi p?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows;
Rati ng Instructor  Responses Percentage
Undecided 0 0
Poor 2 2




The mode for th is  a l l - i n c l u s iv e ,  evaluative item was
excel lent while the mean was 3.35, or good.
Note; The mean of  cumulative items was 3 .29 ,  while
the mean for the overall  course rat ing in the question above
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was 3 . 3 5 .
I I I .  INSTRUCTOR OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Part I I I  of  the instructor  interv iew form consisted 
of a series of open-end questions which were designed to 
id e n t i fy  areas of  p a r t icu la r  strength or weakness in the 
Faculty Development Course and to evaluate instruct iona l  su­
pervision and inservice (on-the-job) education programs at 
the United States Army Medical Field Service School. Those 
questions to which f i f t e e n  or more chose to respond were as 
f o 11ows:
Question 1 : Indicate  the areas o f  par t ic u la r
strength which you may have noted in the Faculty Development 
Course.
The instructors l is ted  sixty-one d i f fe r e n t  areas of  
strength in the Faculty Development Course. Only those 
which were included by f i f t e e n  or more instructors  i n t e r ­
viewed were l is te d  and considered of s ignif icance in th is  
study.
The p a r t ic u la r  areas o f  strength l is te d  in the order 
of greatest number of  respondents were:
1. The building of self-confidence before a group. 
F i f t y ,  or 38 per cent,  included th is  element as 
an area of  p a r t ic u la r  strength in the course.
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2. The development of  lesson plans and instructor  
manuscripts. Forty-nine ins truc tors ,  or 37 per 
cent, included th is  element as an area of par­
t ic u la r  strength in the course.
3. The construction of  examinations. Twenty-three 
ins truc to rs ,  or 18 per cent,  l is ted  th is  as an 
area o f  p a r t ic u la r  strength in the course.
4. Classroom management (control and d is c ip l in e ) .  
Twenty ins truc to rs ,  or 15 per cent, included th is  
element as an area of p a r t ic u la r  strength.
5. The correction o f  d is t rac t ing  mannerisms in the 
instructional  process. Eighteen instructors ,  or 
14 per cent, included this element as an area of  
p a r t ic u la r  strength.
Question 2; Indicate the areas of par t ic u la r  weak­
ness which you may have noted in the Faculty Development 
Course.
The instructors  responding to open-end questions 
l is ted  101 d i f fe r e n t  areas o f  weakness in the course. Most 
of these areas of  weaknesses were mentioned by only a few 
instructors .  Those responses which were included by f i f t e e n  
or more instructors  interviewed were;
1. Student counseling. The majority  interviewed 
stated that in s u f f ic ie n t  time in the course was
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allocated to th is  item. More prac t ica l  exer­
cises were desired. Seventy ins truc to rs ,  or 54 
per cent, l is ted  th is  area as a p a r t icu la r  weak­
ness in the course.
2. Role playing. The ro le  playing referred to as 
a weakness was the simulation of  student behav­
ior ( i . e . ,  inattentiveness,  misbehavior, and 
other d isc ip l in a ry  matters) by the facu lty  de­
velopment s t a f f ,  the fe llow students, and other 
instructor  personnel of the school and the hand­
ling thereof in the classroom. Twenty-three i n ­
structors ,  or 18 per cent, included this  as an 
area of weakness. Most f e l t  that  the simulated 
student behavior was u n re a l is t ic  and far  ex­
ceeded that which they encountered in the actual 
classroom sett ing .
3. Needs of en l is ted  instructors .  Sixteen in s t ru c ­
tors ,  or 12 per cent, indicated that  certa in en­
l is ted  instructor  needs were not met. The two 
examples were student counseling and supervision 
of student practica l  exercises in the laboratory  
type courses (namely, pharmacy and medical labo­
ratory procedures courses).
4. Lesson plan preparation. F i f teen instructors .
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or 12 per cent, indicated that too much emphasis 
was placed upon the wri t ing  of lesson plans.
Most of  those who indicated th is  as an area of  
weakness were those serving pr im ar i ly  as secon­
dary instructors  in supervising students in 
practica l  exercises in the laboratory courses. 
These instructors  were not required to w r i te  le s ­
son plans on the job but were required to know 
how to use them.
5. Practica l  exercises in instructor  t ra in in g .  The 
vast majority  l is te d  this  as an area of d e f in i t e  
strength. There were, however, f i f t e e n  in s t ru c ­
tors ,  or 12 per cent, who l is te d  th is  as an area 
of weakness because they indicated that more 
time should be devoted to i t .
Question 3; How do you rate the continuing inserv ­
ice education program o f  the United States Army Medical 
Field Service School as i t  re la tes  to you?
This question u t i l i z e d  the previously discussed four-  
point ra t ing  scale included in the highly structured portion  
(Part I I )  o f  the interv iew form.
The instructor  responses were as follows:
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The mean for th is  item was 3 «03, or good.
Question 4; In what continuing inservice education 
a c t i v i t i e s  are you currently  part ic ipat ing?
The instructors  included t h i r t y - f o u r  d i f fe re n t  ac­
t i v i t i e s  in the ir  responses to th is  question. Those which 
were included by f i f t e e n  or more instructors  were:
1. Indiv idual and guided readings in current r e f e r ­
ences and l i t e r a tu r e .  I t  was found that I 05 i n ­
structors ,  or 81 per cent, included this  as a 
part o f  the ir  inservice education.
2. Informal facu lty  meetings. Sixty-three in s t ru c ­
tors,  or 48 per cent, included this as an i n t e ­
gral part  of  the ir  inservice education program.
3 . Formal facu lty  meetings. Th ir ty  ins tructors ,  or 
23 per cent,  included th is  element in th e i r  r e ­
sponses.
4. Off-duty education ( c iv i l i a n  univers ity  courses, 
USAFI courses, and m i l i t a r y  correspondence 
courses). Twenty-four ins truc to rs ,  or 19 per 
cent, included this  response.
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5. Off-duty employment in job -re la ted  f i e l d .  S ix ­
teen ins truc to rs ,  or 12 per cent, indicated that  
they were employed on an o f f -d u ty  basis in local 
c i v i l i a n  health care f a c i l i t i e s .  This, they 
f e l t ,  kept them abreast of the changing p r a c t i ­
cal applications in the ir  m i l i t a r y  medical oc­
cupational spec ia l t ies .
Question 5: Do you consider the present inservice
educational a c t i v i t i e s  s u f f ic ie n t  to meet your needs?
The responses to th is  question were as follows:




Question 6: What instructional  supervision are you
receivi ng?
The instructors  responded to th is  question as
follows:
Instructor
Rati ng Responses Percentage
Special-Technical Supervision
(subject content oriented) 52 40
General Supervision
( in s truc to r  a r t  or iented) 8 6
Special and General
Supervision 34 26
L i t t l e  supervision o f  any
type 28 22
No supervision __ 8___________ __6
TOTALS 130 100
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As can be read i ly  seen, the instructors  indicated  
special- technical (subject-centered) supervision occurred 
most frequently.  E ighty-s ix  ins tru c to rs ,  or 66 per cent,  
indicated that they were receiving e i th er  special supervi­
sion or a combination of special and general supervision.
General ( ins tructor  art -centered)  supervision was 
occurring less frequently.  A to ta l  of  forty-two instructors ,  
or 32 per cent, indicated that they were receiving general 
supervision or a combination o f  general and special supervi­
sion.
Question 1% How would you rate  the special-technical  
( subject-centered) instructional  supervision which you are 
receivi ng?
U t i l i z in g  a four-point  ra t ing  scale, the instructor  
responses for th is  item were as follows:






The mean for th is  item was 2 .03 ,  or good.
Question 8̂ : How would you rate  the general ins tru c ­
t ional  supervision which you are receiving?
The instructor  responses for th is  item were as
follows:
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The mean for th is  item was 2 .28,  or f a i r . Seventy- 
seven instructors ,  or 59 per cent, rated general supervision 
poor or f a i r  while only fourteen ins truc tors ,  or 11 per 
cent, rated the general supervision as exce l lent .
Question 9: How would you rate the overall  in s t ru c ­
t ional supervision which you are receiving?
The instructor  responses for th is  item were as
follows:
Rati ng Ins truc to r  Responses Percentage
Poor 13 10




The mean for th is  item was 2 .62 ,  or good. Again, 
however, the influence of  the low rat ings given to general 
supervision appeared in th is  combined item, as f i f t y - s i x  i n ­
structors ,  or 43 per cent, rated the overall  instructional  
supervision as poor or f a i r .
Question 10: Do you consider the instructional  su­
pervision which you are receiving helpful?
The instructor  responses to th is  item were as
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f o l  lo w s :




Question 11: Do you consider the ins truc t iona l  su­
pervision which you are receiving s u f f ic ie n t  to meet your 
needs?




Although seventy-seven ins truc tors ,  or 59 per cent,  
of those interviewed rated general ins truct iona l  supervision 
low, only seventeen ins truc tors ,  or 13 per cent, indicated  
that the overa l l  instructional  supervision which they were 
receiving was in s u f f ic ie n t  to meet the ir  needs as instructors.
Question 12: What specif ic  recommendations or pro­
posed changes would you l ike  to make regarding the Faculty 
Development Course?
This open-end question stimulated eighty-n ine d i f f e r ­
ent recommendations. The vast majority o f  these recommenda­
tions were made by only a few instructors  interviewed.
Those recommendations which were made by f i f t e e n  or 
more instructors  interviewed were :
1. A l lo t  more emphasis and more time to student
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counseling in the Faculty Development Course. 
Sixty-nine ins tru c to rs ,  or 53 per cent, of  those 
interviewed made th is  recommendation.
2. A l lo t  more emphasis and more time to actual
teaching experience and practica l  exercises in
the Faculty Development Course. F i f t y - f i v e  i n ­
structors interviewed, or 42 per cent, made 
this  recommendation.
3. A l lo t  less emphasis and less time to the wri t ing
of ins tructor  lesson plans and manuscripts. 
Twenty-four ins tru c to rs ,  or 18 per cent, of  
those interviewed made th is  recommendation.
This item received a high rat ing in the highly 
structured items and was considered to be an 
area of p a r t icu la r  strength in the open-end ques­
t ions.  This did not,  however, change the f e e l ­
ings of  twenty-four instructors  with reference
to where emphasis should be placed in the course. 
Again, the majority  of  those instructors  making 
th is  recommendation were not required to w r i te  
instructor  lesson plans and manuscripts but had 
to know how to u t i l i z e  those already w r i t ten .
4. Make role  playing in the Faculty Development 
Course more r e a l i s t i c .  Twenty-two ins truc to rs .
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or 17 per cent, of those interviewed made th is  
recommendation.
5 . Structure the course to meet the instruct iona l  
needs of  the en l is ted  instructors  (grades E2 to 
E8). This recommendation was made by eighteen 
in s tru c to rs ,  or 14 per cent, o f  those interviewed. 
The persons making th is  recommendation were en­
l is te d  personnel who f e l t  that more a t ten t ion  
should be given to student counseling and super­
vision of pract ica l  exercises and less to the 
w rit ing  of  instructor  lesson plans and manu­
scrip ts  which they must u t i l i z e  but not w r i te  
on the job.
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CHAPTER V
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA GATHERED 
FROM INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISORS OF 
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COURSE 
INSTRUCTOR GRADUATES
As was previously stated, 130 immediate ins truc ­
t ional supervisors of 130 instructor  graduates of the Fac­
u l ty  Development Course were interviewed in this study.
The interview form e n t i t l e d  "Supervisor Interview Form B" 
was constructed p a ra l le l  to the instructor  interview form. 
The highly structured, closed port ion (Part I I )  of  both 
forms dealt  with fo r ty - fo u r  identica l  e f fe c t iv e  instructor  
t r a i t s  which were sought throughout the Faculty Development 
Course. There were some s l igh t  dif ferences in the open-end 
portions (parts I and I I I )  o f  the instructor  and the super­
visor forms which are discussed in th is  chapter.
The instructional  supervisors appraised the observed 
performance (effectiveness) of the Faculty Development 
Course instructor graduates who were involved in th is  study.
I .  BASIC PERSONAL INFORMATION
The age range o f  the instructional  supervisors was
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eighteen to f i f t y - f i v e  years of age. The mean age was 34.7 
years and the mode was age twenty-f ive .  The sample included 
m il i t a ry  instructional  supervisors from th i r t y - th r e e  states.  
The specif ic  frequency in ages is  included in Table V I ,  page 
96.
The m i l i t a r y  rank range of  the instruct iona l  super­
visors interviewed was from corporal or spe c ia l is t  fourth  
class (E4) to f u l l  colonel (06) .  The rank mean was equiva­
lent to sergeant major (E9). The mode of ins tructor  rank 
was master sergeant (E7).  The specif ic  ranks of  the i n ­
structors interviewed are included in Table V I I ,  page 97.
Th ir ty - th ree  of the instructional  supervisors i n t e r ­
viewed were s ingle,  while ninety-seven were married.
The study involved instructional  supervisors who 
were trained in f i f t e e n  d i f fe r e n t  m i l i t a ry  (medical) occupa­
t ional spec ia l t ies  and who ( in  the majority of cases) were 
supervising as well as instructing in seven separate aca­
demic departments o f  the United States Army Medical Field  
Service School. The actual assignment d is t r ib u t io n  of the 
instructional  supervisors was identica l  to the instructor  
d is t r ib u t io n .  This specif ic  d is t r ib u t io n  is  included in 
Table V I I I ,  page 98.
All  of the 130 instructional  supervisors interviewed  
were high-school graduates, and s ix ty -four  were college
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TABLE V I
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL F IE L D  SERVICE
SCHOOL INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISOR AGES
Instructional  
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TABLE V I I
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL F IELD  SERVICE
SCHOOL INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISOR RANKS
Ins truc t iona l  
Supervi sor Rank Frequency Percentage
Corporal or Spec ia l is t  
Fourth Class (E4) 6 5
Sergeant or Spec ia l is t  
F i f th  Class (E5) 2 2
Sergeant F i rs t  Class or 
Specia l is t  Sixth Class (E6) 18 14
Master Sergeant or
Senior Spec ia l is t  (E7) 46 35
Master Sergeant (E8) 7 5
Second Lieutenant (01) 10 8
F irs t  Lieutenant (02) 7 5
Captain (03) 13 10
Major (04) 12 9
Lieutenant Colonel (05) 6 5
Colonel (06) 3 2
TOTALS 130 100
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TABLE V I I I
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL FIELD SERVICE 
SCHOOL INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISOR ACADEMIC 
DEPARTMENT ASSIGNMENTS
Department Frequency Percentage
Department of  
Admi ni s t ra t i  on 6 5
Department of  
Dental Science 10 8
Department of
Medicine and Surgery 42 32
Department of 
Neuropsychi atry 3 2
Department of
Pathology and Laboratory 38 29
Department of
Preventive Medicine 30 23
Department of
Veterinary Medicine 1 1
TOTALS 130 100
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graduates. Among those having college degrees were four 
doctorates, one bachelor of laws, two medical doctors,  
eleven master's degrees, and four nursing degrees, and the 
balance of  for ty - tw o held bachelor degrees in a v a r ie ty  of  
f ie ld s .  The mean college tra in ing  in years was 3.16. The 
senior noncommissioned o f f ic e r s  and the senior spec ia l is ts  
(grades E6 through E8 ) serving as instructional  supervisors 
comprised seventy-one personnel, or 54 per cent, of  those 
interviewed. These instructional  supervisors, with few ex­
ceptions, had a l imited amount of  formal college t ra in ing  
but were espec ia l ly  well q u a l i f ie d  (through m i l i t a r y  school­
ing and experience) in specif ic  medical s p e c ia l t ies .  This 
level of  competence was indicated by the fact  that the ma­
j o r i t y  were c e r t i f i e d  by c i v i l i a n  medical re g is t r ie s  in 
the ir  medical s p e c ia l t ies .  This l imited formal college  
t ra in ing often resulted in the instruct iona l  supervisor su­
pervising a majority  of  junior (college graduate) in s t ru c ­
tors.  The actual number of years of  college tra in ing  (based 
upon 30 semester c re d i t  hours per academic year) is  included 
in Table IX ,  page 100.
In addition to college programs, a l l  instructional  
supervisors were asked i f  they were currently  enrol led or 
p a r t ic ip a t in g  in o f f -d u ty  c i v i l i a n  college courses. United 
States Armed Forces In s t i t u t e  (USAFI) courses, or m i l i t a ry
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TABLE IX
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL FIELD SERVICE SCHOOL 
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISORS PREVIOUS 
COLLEGE TRAINING
Number of  Academic Years* Frequency Percentage
Less than one academic year 26 20
One academic year 19 16
Two academic years 12 9
Three academic years 13 10
Four academic years 17 13
Five academic years 17 13
Six academic years 11 8
Seven academic years 11 8
Eight academic years 3 2
Nine academic years 1 1
TOTALS 130 100
*An academic year was computed as 30 semester 
c re d i t  hours.
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correspondence courses. T h i r ty -s ix  indicated that they 
were p a r t ic ip a t in g  in one or more of  the courses described, 
while n inety-four  said that they were not. Nineteen of the 
t h i r t y - s i x  were attending o f f -d u ty  c i v i l i a n  college and 
un ivers i ty  courses or were enrolled in Armed Forces I n s t i ­
tute courses. The remaining seventeen were completing se­
lected m i l i t a r y  correspondence courses.
Many of the instructional  supervisors stated that  
they planned to enrol l  in local colleges and un ivers i t ies  
on an o f f -d u ty  basis in the coming f a l l  semester.
Only three of the instruct ional  supervisors i n t e r ­
viewed were enrol led in o f f -du ty  teacher education courses. 
Two of these were nurses working toward bachelor's degrees 
in nursing education. The remaining personnel were complet­
ing courses re la ted  to the ir  respective m i l i t a r y  occupa­
t ional spec ia l t ies  or f ie ld s  of special in te re s t .
An e f f o r t  was exerted to determine what actual i n ­
structional experience the instruct ional  supervisors i n t e r ­
viewed had pr ior  to the ir  completing the Faculty Development 
Course. I t  was found that twenty-f ive had done some type 
of  instructing  in c i v i l i a n  l i f e  pr ior  to entry into the 
service. Many of these, pr imari ly  o f f ic e r s ,  served as as­
s istant  instructors  in various c i v i l i a n  college and un iver ­
s i ty  graduate programs. Twelve had instructed one year;
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eleven had instructed two years; one had instructed three  
years; and one had instructed four years.
Two of  the instructional  supervisors interviewed had 
six months or less actual m i l i t a r y  instructional  experience.  
Forty-four had instructed one year in the m i l i t a r y .  E ight­
een had instructed two years, and eighteen had instructed  
three years. The balance of fo r ty -e ig h t  had instructed four 
or more years. The mean for m i l i t a ry  instruction was 3*99 
years. The specif ic  frequencies of  m i l i t a r y  instructional  
experience are included as Table X, page I 0 3 .
Actual m i l i t a r y  exper ient ia l  levels were determined 
in the study. The range of m i l i t a ry  experience among i n ­
structional supervisors was one year to twenty-f ive  years 
for a mean of  12.10  years.
The majority  of instructional  supervisors were career 
m il i t a ry  personnel. Actual m i l i t a r y  experience in years is 
included in Table X I ,  page 104.
The instructional  supervisors were asked i f  they 
volunteered for instructor  ship. One hundred and twelve r e ­
sponded that they did, while eighteen stated that they did 
not. A l l  but f iv e  of those who responded that they had not 
volunteered for instructorship stated that they did not ob­
je c t  to becoming an instructor  when they were advised that  
they were needed in this  capacity. As with the ins truc tors .
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TABLE X
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL FIELD SERVICE SCHOOL 
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISOR MILITARY 
INSTRUCTIONAL EXPERIENCE
M i l i t a r y  Instructional Experi ence Frequency Percentage
Less than six months 2 I
One year 44 34
Two years 18 14
Three years 18 14
Four years 9 7
Five years 11 8
Six years 6 5
Seven years 6 5
Eight years 3 2
Ten years 2 1
Eleven years 1 1
Twelve years 2 2
Thirteen years 3 2
Fif teen years 1 1
Seventeen years 1 1
Twenty-two years 3 2
TOTALS 130 100
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TABLE XI
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL FIELD SERVICE SCHOOL
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISOR MILITARY EXPERIENCE
Active Federal M i l i t a r y  Service* Frequency Percentage
One year 22 17
Two years 7 5
Four years 7 5
Five years 5 4
Seven years 3 2
Eight years 1 1
Nine years 9 7
Ten years 9 7
Eleven years 1 1
Twelve years 1 1
Thirteen years 2 1
Fourteen years 6 5
Fif teen years 1 1
Sixteen years 5 4
Seventeen years 2 1
Eighteen years 5 4
Nineteen years 2 2
Twenty years 18 14
Twenty-one years 8 6
Twenty-two years 7 5
Twenty-three years 6 5
Twenty-four years 3 2
TOTALS 130 100
*Active m i l i t a r y  service does not include Reserve 
or National Guard Duty performed while in c i v i l i a n  
status. Computations were made by considering over 
six months as the next year of  ac t ive  federal service,
i . e . ,  seven months = one year, e tc .
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i t  was found that most often a c r i t i c a l  shortage in a m i l i ­
tary medical occupational specialty prompted the appointment 
of personnel for instructorship .
The ins truc t iona l  supervisors were asked to reveal 
th e i r  present a t t i tu d e s  toward serving as a m i l i t a r y  instruc*  
tor .  The frequency o f  responses was as follows
1. I d is l ik e  i t  very much ......................
2. I  am not too interested in i t  . .
3. I am in d i f f e re n t  to the idea . . .
4. I am rather happy and pleased with
5. I l ik e  i t  very much ...........................
The mean average on th is  f iv e -po in t  ra t i i
representing d is l ik e  and 5 representing l ik e )  was 4.60. A 
vast majority o f  ninety-seven (75 per cent) stated that they 
l iked instructing very much, and twenty-f ive  (19  per cent) 
stated that they were rather happy and pleased with in s t r u c t ­
ing. All  seven of  those indicating that they e i th er  d is ­
l iked instructing very much or were not too interested in i t
were among the eighteen who did not s p e c i f ic a l ly  volunteer  
f o r ,  or request to be, an instructor .
The ins truc t iona l  supervisors were asked several 
questions related to th e i r  supervisory re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  
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One such question was: How many months have you
supervised the instruct iona l  performance of  the instructor?  
The range of the Faculty Development Course graduates i n ­
volved in the study was one to nine months. The mean aver­
age was 5'4y months. The spec if ic  frequencies are included 
in Table X I I ,  page 107.
The instructional  supervisors were also asked i f  
they were instructing  in addition to performing as ins tru c ­
t ional supervisors. Only f iv e  (4 per cent) responded that  
they were serving e n t i r e ly  as instructional  supervisors and 
administrators, while the balance of 125 (96 per cent) i n ­
dicated they were serving in the dual capacity of  instructor  
and instructional  supervisor.
The instructional  supervisors were asked to indicate  
upon what base they appraised the instructor  effect iveness.  
This question allowed for a choice of three answers. Only 
one instruct ional  supervisor stated that his instructor  e f ­
fectiveness estimate was based upon infrequent supervisory 
contacts. Twenty-six ins truct iona l  supervisors stated that  
the ir  ef fect iveness estimate was based upon occasional super­
visory contacts, while a vast majority of  I 03 (79 per cent) 
stated that th e i r  instructor  ef fect iveness estimates were 
based upon frequent and regular supervisory contacts.
To the question, "Have you received any special
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TABLE X I I
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL FIELD SERVICE SCHOOL 
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISOR SUPERVISION
How Long Instructional  Supervisor 
Has Supervised Instructor Frequency Percentage
One month 6 5
Two months 17 13
Three months 11 8
Four months 20 15
Five months 8 6
SiX months 20 15
Seven months 10 8
Eight months 13 10
Nine months to one year 25 20
TOTALS 130 100
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preparation for your supervisory duties?", f i f t y - s i x  (43 
per cent) stated yes, while the balance o f  seventy-four 
(57 per cent) stated that they had not received any spe­
c ia l  preparation for supervisory duties.
When asked i f  they volunteered for instructional  su­
pervisory dut ies ,  f i f t y - t w o  (40 per cent) responded yes, 
while seventy-eight (60 per cent) responded no. Needless 
to say, in m i l i t a r y  as in c i v i l i a n  in s t i tu t io n s  of learning,  
the senior instructors are expected to supervise and assist  
less-experienced subordinates in the instruct iona l  process. 
Most often th is  is  a case of being told rather than one o f  
being ca l led on to volunteer.  Few instruct iona l  supervisors 
indicated a d is l ik e  for serving as instructional  supervi­
sors, although many indicated a sincere concern for not hav­
ing s u f f ic ien t  time to devote to th is  very essential  element.
The instructional  supervisors were asked, "What is  
your a t t i tu d e  toward being assigned as a m i l i t a r y  ins t ru c ­
t ional  supervisor?"
The frequency of responses was as follows:
1. I d is l ik e  i t  very much......................................... 0
2. I am not too i n t e r e s t e d ....................................  3
3. I am in d i f fe re n t   ........................................  7
4. I am rather happy and pleased with i t  . . 43
5. I l ik e  i t  very m u c h .............................................  77
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The mean on th is  f iv e -p o in t  rat ing  scale (1 = d is ­
l ik e  and 5 = l ik e )  was 4.49. Only ten stated that they were 
not too interested or that they were in d i f fe re n t  to serving 
as instruct ional  supervisors. No respondents indicated an 
absolute d is l ik e  for performing th is  function,  while 120 
(92 per cent) indicated that they were rather happy and 
pleased with th is  resp on s ib i l i ty  or that  they l ike  perform­
ing as an instructional  supervisor very much.
I I .  SUPERVISOR APPRAISAL OF THE FACULTY 
DEVELOPMENT COURSE
In Part I I  of the supervisor interv iew form, each 
of the "e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s "  which were sought in 
the instructor preservice education program was analyzed, 
tabulated, and recorded in terms of the coded responses c i r ­
cled during the interviews.
The supervisor responses to each of these fo r ty - fo u r  
highly structured items were tabulated item by item in the 
order in which they appeared in the measuring device u t i l i z e d  
(Part  I I  of the Supervisor Interview Form "B"). The item 
numbers and the sequence of  the ir  presentation paralled the 
reporting of  items from the instructor  interview forms. The 
s t a t is t i c a l  analysis and background information considered 
essentia l to each item was presented item by item also. The
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numerical values u t i l i z e d  were the same as those u t i l i z e d  
in the instructor  interview form. These were:
Code Rati ng Numerical Values
E Excellent 4 points
G Good 3 points
F Fa ir  2 points
P Poor 1 point
U Undecided 0 points
The "undecided" response was included so that the 
supervisors interviewed would be afforded an option not to 
answer i f  they thought a structured question did not apply,  
was u n fa i r ,  or was not understood. This response, as in the 
case o f  instructors interviewed, was seldom u t i l i z e d .
A high to ta l  cumulative average recorded pr imari ly  
in terms of the mean and the mode indicated that the super­
visors as a group rated the course high in i t s  development 
of a pa r t ic u la r  e f fe c t iv e  instructor t r a i t  ob ject ive .  This 
rating or assessment was based upon the observed in s tru c ­
tional performance of the Faculty Development Course gradu­
ates. A low to ta l  rat ing indicated that the supervisors as 
a group rated the course low in i t s  preparing instructors  
in a p a r t ic u la r  e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t  ob ject ive .
Supervi sor Apprai sal of  
Scholarship Factors
Question J_: Based upon the observed performance of
the in s t ru c to r ,  how would you ra te  the Faculty Development
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Course in terms o f  i t s  preparing th is  instructor  better to 
know his subject matter?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  






The mean for th is  item was 2 .85 ,  or good.
Question 2̂ : Based upon the observed performance o f
this in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms o f  i t s  emphasizing to th is  instructor  the
importance of keeping currently  informed in his subject area?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for this item was as
follows :
Instructional  






The mean for th is  item was 3 .14,  or good.
Question 2* Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of  i t s  emphasizing to th is  instructor  the
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importance of  keeping currently  informed on changing m i l i ­
tary doctrine?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  






The mean for th is  item was 3*06, or good.
Question 4: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of  i t s  stimulating th is  instructor  continu­
ously to work and study in his p a r t ic u la r  f ie ld?
The d is t r ib u t io n  o f  responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 11 8




The mean for th is  item was 3*08, or good.
Question £: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in i t s  developing in th is  instructor  a sincere
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in te res t  in and a devotion to teaching?
The d is t r ib u t io n  o f  responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 4 3




The mean for th is  item was 3*26, or good.
Supervi sor Apprai sal of Class Procedure 
and Management Factors
Question 1: Based upon observed performance of th is
in s t ru c to r ,  how would you ra te  the Faculty Development Course
in i t s  preparing th is  ins tructor  to develop lesson plans,
instructor  manuscripts, and supporting materials?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
f o 11ows:
In s t ru c t i  onal 
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 1 1
Fa ir  11 8
Good 56 43
Excel lent 62 48
TOTALS 130 100
The mean for th is  item was 3*38, or good.
Question 2̂ : Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
114
Course in terms o f  i t s  developing in th is  instructor  the 
a b i l i t y  to state ins truct iona l  objectives c learly?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 3 2




The mean for th is  item was 3*35» or good.
Question 2 ’ Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  preparing th is  instructor  to select
wisely among study references?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instruct iona l  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 6 4




The mean for th is  item was 3*04, or good.
Question 4: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins truc to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
Course in i t s  preparing th is  instructor  to make meaningful
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assignments with objectives and standards o f  performance 
c le a r ly  stated?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows;
Instructional  






The mean for th is  item was 3*23, or good.
Question Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins truc to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  aiding th is  instructor  to understand 
the uses of texts and doctrine references as points of  de­
parture?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Ins truc t i  ona1 
Rating Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 4 3




The mean for th is  item was 3*18, or good.
Question 6̂ : Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
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Course in terms of I t s  preparing th is  instructor  to coordi­
nate and integrate  concepts while keeping them in the ir  
proper sequence and perspective?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows;
Instructional  






The mean for th is  item was 3»17, or good.
Question Jj Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  developing in th is  instructor  an 
a b i l i t y  for adapting concepts and vocabulary to the stu­
dents' level?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows :
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 7 5




The mean for th is  item was 3*18, or good.
Question Based upon the observed performance of
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th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of  i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an 
understanding of the need for ca re fu l ly  defining newly i n ­
troduced words, expressions, and abbreviations?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
f o 11ows:
Instruct ional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 3 2
Fair  13 10
Good 60 46
Excel lent 54 42
TOTALS 130 100
The mean for th is  item was 3*27» or good.
Question 9: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an
a b i l i t y  for sett ing c lear -cu t  standards of  performance and
for holding the class to them?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  
Rating Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 3 2




The mean for th is  item was 3*32, or good.
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Question 10; Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an 
awareness of the need for making frequent checks on student 
learning by means of  questions, quizzes, and exercises?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Ins truc t i  onal 
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 2 2




The mean for th is  item was 3.41, or good.
Question 11 : Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  emphasis upon dynamic instruction
which stimulates student in te res t  and allows for maximum
student p a r t ic ip a t io n  and achievement, as opposed to reading
an e n t i re  lecture to the class?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows :
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 1 1
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The mean for th is  item was 3*39» or good.
Question 12: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of  i t s  making th is  instructor  more mindful 
to the need for the use of excel lent  English in the communi­
cation process?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows :
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 5 4




The mean for th is  item was 3*30, or good.
Questi on 13; Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
Course in terms of  i t s  aiding th is  ins tructor  to be concise
and decisive in the instruct ional  process?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 4 3
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The mean for th is  item was 3*25» or good.
Question 14: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an 
understanding of and an a b i l i t y  for  u t i l i z i n g  mature and e f ­
fec t ive  d isc ip l in e  while respecting the r ig h ts ,  the fee l ings ,  
and the aspirations of each student at a l l  times?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
f o 11ows:
Instructional  






The mean for th is  item was 3»17, or good.
Question 15: How would you ra te  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms o f  i t s  developing in th is  instructor  an 
a b i l i t y  to maintain eye contact with the students?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage




The mean for th is  item was 3*51, or excel lent .
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Question 16; Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of  i t s  developing in th is  instructor  an un­
derstanding of  the need for a well -organized topical ou t l ine  
for  each period of  instruction?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instruct ional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 1 1




The mean for th is  item was 3»54, or excel l e n t .
Questi on 17: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
Course in terms of  i t s  developing in th is  instructor  an
a b i l i t y  to glance only momentarily and occasionally at the
topical ou t l in e  during instructional  periods?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows :
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 3 2
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The mean for th is  item was 3 .45,  or good.
Questi on 18; Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  developing in th is  instructor  an un­
derstanding of the need for allowing and encouraging stu­
dents to question and discuss items in class?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows;
Instructional  






The mean for th is  item was 3*45, or good.
Question 19: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of how well i t  trained th is  instructor  to
permit expression o f  opinion which is not in agreement with
that presented?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  
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The mean for th is  item was 3.15,  or good.
Question 20; Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  teaching th is  instructor  to make op­
po rtu n i t ies  which w i l l  re la te  the class to a c t i v i t i e s  or 
elements which are found outside the classroom but which are 
practicable  and pertinent?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for this  item was as
follows;
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 5 4




The mean for this item was 3 .15,  or good.
Question 21 ; Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  tra in ing th is  instructor  to prepare
va l id  examinations which are based upon course lesson objec-
t i  ves?
The d is tr ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows ;
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I n s t r u c t i o n a l
R at i  ng Superv i  so r  Responses Pe rcen tage
Poor 2 2




The mean for th is  item was 3-25, or good.
Question 22; Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins truc tor ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  developing in th is  instructor the
a b i l i t y  to prepare and administer objective examinations?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 3 2




The mean for th is  item was 3 * 18, or good.
Question 23 : Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  tra in ing  th is  instructor  to develop 
r e l ia b le  examinations which w i l l  consistently  achieve de­
sired results?
The d is tr ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
f o 11ows:
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I n s t r u c t ! o n a l






The mean for th is  item was 3«23> or good.
Questi on 24; Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an 
awareness of  the need for returning examinations and other 
graded w ri t ten  exercises as soon as pract icab le ,  so that stu­
dents are made aware o f  the ir  achievement status and needs? 
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instruct i  onal 
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Fair 4 3
Good 61 47
Excel lent 65 50
TOTALS 130 100
The mean for th is  item was 3*47» or good.
Question 25 : Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  aiding th is  instructor  in understand­
ing the need for reteaching or rep e t i t ion  of  key elements 
of  instruction?
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The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  responses  f o r  t h i s  i t e m  was as
f o l l o w s ;
Instruct ional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 2 2




The mean for th is  item was 3»40, or good.
Question 26: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms o f  i t s  developing in th is  instructor  an
a b i l i t y  e f fe c t iv e ly  to counsel students?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  






The mean for th is  item was 2 .99 ,  or good.
Questi on 27 : Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  encouraging th is  instructor  to set an
example for scholarship, leadership, and m i l i t a r y  manner at
a l l  times?
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The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  r e s p o n s e s  f o r  t h i s  i t e m  was as
f o l l o w s ;
Instruct ional  
Rating Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 5 4




The mean for th is  item was 3 '37 ,  or good.
Question 28 : Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of  i t s  developing in th is  instructor  an 
awareness of and an a b i l i t y  in varying instruct iona l  tech­
niques (methodology) to suit  the subject and the needs of  
the students best?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  
Rating Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 2 2




The mean for th is  item was 3*26, or good.
Supervi sor Apprai sal of  
Personality  Factors
Question J_: Based upon the observed performance of
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th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of  i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an 
understanding of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being energetic  
and enthusiastic  about his work?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instruct ional  
Rating Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 2 2




The mean for th is  item was 3*23» or good.
Questi on 2̂ : Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an
understanding o f  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being modest?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for  th is  item was as
follows :
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 5 4




The mean for th is  item was 3»19, or good.
Question 2 '  Based upon the observed performance of
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th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an 
understanding of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being pat ient  and 
under standi ng?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 3 2




The mean for th is  item was 3*25» or good.
Questi on 4: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of  i t s  providing th is  ins tructor  with an
understanding of  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for maintaining an
active interest?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instruct ional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 2 2




The mean for th is  item was 3*34, or good.
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Question Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an 
understanding of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being objective  
( f a i r ,  consistent,  and honest)?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows;
Instruct ional  






The mean for th is  item was 3*44, or good.
Question Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of  i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an
understanding of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being tolerant?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
f o 11ows :
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 4 3




The mean for th is  item was 3*29, or good.
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Question T.: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms o f  i t s  developing in th is  instructor  an un­
derstanding of  the need for being d e f in i te  and decisive,  
while not being dogmatic?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instructional  






The mean for th is  item was 3*12, or good.
Question Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an un­
derstanding of  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for treat ing  a l l  stu­
dents with equal consideration and respect?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instruct ional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 3 2
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The mean for th is  item was 3*^3» or good.
Question Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an un­
derstanding o f  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for possession and main­
tenance of a good sense of humor, while s t i l l  keeping 
matters in th e ir  proper perspective?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
f o 11ows:
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 3 2




The mean for th is  item was 3*43, or good.
Question 10; Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an un­
derstanding of  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being immaculate and 
proper in appearance at  a l l  times?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item v/as as
follows:
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I n s t r u c t i o n a l
R a t i n g  S u p e r v i  s o r  R e s p o n s es  P e r c e n t a g e
Poor 3 2




The mean for th is  item was 3«48, or good.
Questi on 11 ; Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development 
Course in terms o f  i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an un­
derstanding of  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for developing w e l l -  
organized habits which indicate  a w e l l - in teg ra ted  personality?  
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses for th is  item was as
follows:
Instruct ional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 3 2




The mean for  th is  item was 3*35, or good.
The following structured question which evaluates  
the overall  ef fect iveness of the Faculty Development Course 
was included as Item 8 in Part I I I  of  the instruct ional  su­
pervisor interview form e n t i t le d  "Supervisor Observations."
The question is  included as a summary item for th is  highly  
structured Part I I  o f  the supervisor interv iew form.
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Summary Question; How would you rate the Faculty  
Development Course (ov e ra l l )  in i t s  preparing th is  ins t ru c ­
tor for instructor  ship?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses for th is  item was as
follows ;
Instructional  
Rating Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Undecided 0 0
Poor 4 3




The mode of th is  a l l - in c lu s iv e  evaluat ive item was
good, and the mean was 3-18, or good.
The cumulative s t a t is t ic s  for the fo r ty - fo u r  highly
structured items (based upon stated course objectives) were
as follows;
Ins truc t i  onal 
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Undecided 1 0
Poor 188 3
Fair  542 9
Good 2 ,5 3 8  45
Excellent 2,451 43
TOTALS 5,721  100
The mode of a l l  highly structured items was good,
while the cumulative mean was 3 . 3 0 , or good.
The mean o f  cumulative items was 3 .30,  while the
mean for the overa l l  course rat ing was 3*18. The instructors
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rated the course 3.29,  or good, while the instruct iona l  su­
pervisors rated the course 3.30, or good. This comparison 
was based upon the mean of  cumulative structured items.
I I I .  SUPERVISOR OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Part I I I  o f  the instructional  supervisor interview  
form, as the instructor  interview form, consisted of a ser­
ies of  open-end questions designed to id e n t i fy  areas of  pa r ­
t ic u la r  strength or weakness in the Faculty Development 
Course and to evaluate instruct ional  supervision and inserv ­
ice (on-the-job) education programs at the United States 
Army Medical Field Service School. Those questions to which 
f i f t e e n  or more instructional  supervisors chose to respond 
were as follows:
Questi on j_: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  as well as other pert inent information 
ava i lab le  to you, indicate  the areas of p a r t ic u la r  strength 
which you may have noted in the Faculty Development Course.
The instructional  supervisors l is te d  s ix ty - th ree  d i f ­
ferent areas of  strength in the course. Only those l is ted  
by f i f t e e n  or more instructional  supervisors were l is te d  and 
considered of importance in th is  study.
The p a r t icu la r  areas of  strength l is ted  in the order 
of greatest number o f  responses were:
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1. The building of self-confidence before a group.
A to ta l  of  fo r ty  instructional  supervisors, or 
31 per cent, included th is  element as an area 
of par t ic u la r  strength in the course.
2. The development of lesson plans and instructor  
manuscripts. Sixteen instructional  supervisors, 
or 12 per cent, included this  as an element of  
p a r t ic u la r  strength in the course.
3 . The correction of d is tract ing  mannerisms in the 
instructional  process. F if teen instructional  
supervisors, or 12 per cent, o f  those interviewed  
included th is  as an area of p a r t ic u la r  strength 
in the course.
Questi on 2̂ : Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  as well as other pert inent information 
ava i lab le  to you, indicate the areas of p a r t ic u la r  weakness 
which you may have noted in the Faculty Development Course.
The instructional  supervisors l is te d  th i r ty - th r e e  
d i f fe re n t  areas of  weakness in the course. Only one of  the 
t h i r t y - th r e e  areas of  weakness was discussed by f i f t e e n  or 
more instruct iona l  supervisors. The remainder were included 
by only one or two instruct ional  supervisors in the majority  
of cases. The only area of weakness considered important 
in number of responses was student counseling. Seventeen
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instruct ional  supervisors, or 14 per cent, of  those i n t e r ­
viewed included student counseling as an area of p a r t ic u ­
lar weakness in the course.
Question 3: How would you rate the continuing in -
service education of the United States Army Medical F ie ld  
Service School as i t  re la tes  to th is  instructor?
This question u t i l i z e d  the previously discussed four' 
point rat ing scale included in the highly structured portion  
(Part I I )  of  the interview form.
The instructional  supervisor responses were as
follows :
In s t ru c t io na1 






The mean for th is  item was 3*02, or good.
Question 4; What continuing inservice education is  
being provided for th is  instructor?
The instructional  supervisors included f i f t y  d i f f e r ­
ent inservice a c t i v i t i e s  in th e ir  responses. Those which 
were included by f i f t e e n  or more instructional  supervisors 
were as follows:
1. Reading of l i t e r a tu r e  in the medical specialty  
f i e l d .  Thirty-one instruct iona l  supervisors, or
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24 per cent, of those interviewed included th is  
response.
2. Instructor  conferences, lectures,  and seminars. 
Twenty instructional  supervisors, or 15 per 
cent, o f  those interviewed u t i l i z e d  th is  r e ­
sponse.
3. Supervisor observations and c r i t iqu es  on in s t ru c ­
t ional matters. Nineteen instructional  supervi­
sors, or 15 per cent,  of those interviewed used 
th is  response.
4. C iv i l ia n  un ivers i ty  and college long and short 
courses, as well as c i v i l i a n  and m i l i t a r y  cor­
respondence courses. F if teen instructional  su­
pervisors, or 12 per cent, of  those interviewed 
used thi s response.
Question 5: Do you consider the inservice education
program adequate to meet th is  in s t ru c to r 's  needs?
The instructional  supervisors responded to th is  ques­
t ion as follows :
Instruct ional




Question 6; What instructional  supervision is th is  
instructor receiving?
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The instruct iona l  supervisors responded to th is  
question as follows;
In s t ru c t i  onal 
Supervi sor
Rati ng Responses Percentage
Special-Technical Supervi si on
(subject content oriented) 25 19
General Supervision
(instructor  a r t  oriented) 55 43
Special-Technical and General
Supervi sion 25 19
L i t t l e  supervision of any
type 25 19
No supervision 0 0
TOTALS 130 100
A tota l  of eighty instruct iona l  supervisors, or 62 
per cent, indicated that the instructors  were receiving gen­
eral instruct iona l  supervision. A l ik e  number and per cent 
indicated that the instructors  were receiving spec ia l - 
technical supervision. No instruct iona l  supervisors in d i ­
cated that instructors  were not receiving supervision. I t  
is  s ign i f ican t  to note that twenty- f ive  instruct ional  super­
v isors, or 19 per cent, of those interviewed indicated that  
the instructors  which they supervise ac tu a l ly  received 
l i t t l e  supervision of any type.
Question 7: How would you rate the special-technical
(subject-centered) ins truct iona l  supervision which th is  i n ­
structor is  receiving?
U t i l i z in g  a four-point  rat ing scale, the ins t ru c ­
t ional supervisor responses for th is  item were as follows:
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I n s t r u c t i o n a l
R a t i  ng S u p e r v i  s o r  R e s pon s e s  P e r c e n t a g e
Poor 5 4




The mean for  th is  item was 3"10, or good.
Question How would you rate the general in s t ru c ­
t ional supervision which the instructor  is  receiving?
The instruct iona l  supervisor responses were as
follows;
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 12 9




The mean for th is  item was 3*06, or good.
Question 9: How would you rate the overa l l  in s t ru c ­
tional supervision which th is  instructor  is  receiving?
The instruct iona l  supervisor responses were as
follows:
Instructional  




Exce1 lent _5L _19
TOTALS 130 100
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The mean for th is  item was 3 .06,  or good. I t  is of  
importance, however, to note that th i r ty - th re e  instruct iona l  
supervisors, or 25 per cent, of  those interviewed rated the 
overall  ins truct iona l  supervision of the instructors  which 
they supervised as poor or f a i r .  Most o f  these stated that  
they recognized that they were unable to provide the amount 
of  supervision r e a l l y  needed due to the ir  own pressing i n ­
structional and administrat ive requirements.
Question 10; Do you consider the instructional  su­
pervision which th is  instructor  is receiving s u f f ic ie n t  to 
meet his needs?
Ins truc t i  onal 




Two items which were included in the supervisor i n ­
terviews which were not considered by the instructors  i n t e r ­
viewed were:
Question 11: Does th is  instructor give promise in
his p a r t ic u la r  f i e ld  o f  instruction (what is  his estimated 
potent ia l  for in s t ru c to rsh ip )?
The supervisor responses for th is  item were as
follows :
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
142
I n s t r u c t i o n a l






The mean for th is  item was 3*43» or good.
Question 12; How would you rate the overal l  e f f e c ­
tiveness o f  th is  instructor?
The supervisor responses for th is  item were as
follows;
Instructional  
Rati nq Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Poor 3 2




The mean for th is  item was 3.35, or good. I t  is  
noteworthy that only fourteen of  the instructors  being eva lu­
ated, or 11 per cent, were rated poor or f a i r  by th e i r  im­
mediate supervisors. The instructional  supervisors indicated  
that nine of  those given f a i r  rat ings simply lacked i n ­
structional experience.
Question 13: What specif ic  recommendations or pro­
posed changes would you l ike  to make regarding the Faculty  
Development Course?
This open-end question stimulated f i f t y -o n e  d i f fe re n t
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
143
recommendations. Most of these were made by only a few i n ­
structional  supervisors. The only recommendations which 
were made by f i f t e e n  or more instructional  supervisors were:
1. A l lo t  more emphasis and more time to student 
counseling in the Faculty Development Course. 
Fif teen instructional  supervisors, or 12 per 
cent, of those interviewed made th is  recommenda­
t ion.
2. A l lo t  more emphasis and more time to actual 
teaching experience and prac t ica l  exercises in 
the Faculty Development Course. F if teen in s t ru c ­
t ional supervisors, or 12 per cent, of  those 
interviewed made th is  recommendation.
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CHAPTER VI
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COURSE
INSTRUCTOR GRADUATES AND THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL 
SUPERVISORS' APPRAISALS OF THE FACULTY 
DEVELOPMENT COURSE EFFECTIVENESS
Primary emphasis was placed upon an analysis of 
variance (F test )  between p a r a l l e l ,  highly structured items 
contained in Part I I  o f  both the instructor  and the in s tru c ­
t ional supervisor interview forms. These items, which 
u t i l i z e d  the previously discussed four-point  rat ing scale, 
included specif ic  questions r e la t iv e  to the degree of  
achievement in reaching stated Faculty Development Course 
objectives.  Only those items which had a s ign i f ic a n t  v a r i ­
ance between instructors  and instruct iona l  supervisors were 
di scussed.
Those items which had a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f ican t  
var ia t ion  (p robab i l i ty  level of .05  or less) were included 
in the sequence order in which they appeared in the respec­
t iv e ,  p a ra l le l -s t ru c tu red  interv iew forms. These items were 
as follows:
Question 1 : How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  helping the instructor  to know
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his subject matter better?
The p ro b ab i l i ty  level of  th is  item was .0000. The 
mean for instructional  supervisors was 2.8462, or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 2.1769,  
or fai  r .
This question caused some confusion and f ru s tra t io n  
among course instructor  graduates because, even though im­
provement of  subject knowledge was a stated objective  of  the 
course, i t  was obvious that l i t t l e  emphasis or assistance 
in technical medical and related spec ia l t ies  could be pro­
vided by the educator- instructional  s ta f f  of  the course.
There were technical guidance and checks for v a l i d i t y  o f  
doctrine provided, however, by senior instructor  personnel 
of the respective academic departments to which the poten­
t i a l  instructors (students) would be assigned upon success­
ful completion o f  the Faculty Development Course. Because 
th is  special-technical guidance was l imited to only the ma­
t e r ia l  presented by each student in a f o r t y - f i v e  minute f in a l  
presentation and did not include broad-scope medical spe­
c ia l t y  knowledge, th is  item received a low overa l l  rat ing by 
course instructor  graduates.
This question did not cause the same degree of  f ru s ­
t ra t io n  or confusion among the instruct iona l  supervisors. 
Although many indicated that they thought th is  was an
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u n re a l is t ic  objective for the course, they f e l t  that the 
coordination between instruct iona l  supervisors and Faculty 
Development Course personnel and the potent ia l  instructor  
students in the course made the subject content improvement 
a rea l i  ty.
Question How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  preparing the instructor  to 
select wisely among study references?
The p ro b ab i l i ty  level of  th is  item was .0023. The 
mean for instructional  supervisors was 3 .0 3 8 5 » or good, while 
the mean for course instructor  graduates was 2 . 7 0 7 7 , or good.
Question 3: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing the instructor  with an 
awareness of the need for making frequent checks on student 
learning by means of quizzes and exercises?
The prob ab i l i ty  level of  th is  item was .0017. The 
mean for instructional  supervisors was 3.4077, or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3 . 6 6 92 , 
or excel l e n t .
Question 4: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms o f  i t s  emphasis upon dynamic ins truc ­
t ion which stimulates student in te re s t  and allows for 
maximum student p a r t ic ip a t io n  and achievement?
The p ro b ab i l i ty  level of  th is  item was .0059. The
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mean for instructional  supervisors was 3*3923» or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3*6154, 
or excel l e n t .
Question £: How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in i t s  aiding an instructor  to be concise and
decisive in the instructional  process?
The p ro b a b i l i ty  level of th is  item was ,0184. The
mean for instructional  supervisors was 3*2538, or good, 
while the mean for the course instructor  graduates was 3*4615» 
or good.
Question 6; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing an instructor  with an 
understanding of and an a b i l i t y  for u t i l i z i n g  mature and e f ­
fect ive  d isc ip l in e  while respecting the r ig h ts ,  the fee l ings,  
and the aspirations of  each student at  a l l  times?
The p ro b a b i l i ty  level of th is  item was .0069* The
mean for instructional  supervisors was 3*1692, or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3*4538, 
or good.
Question 7 : How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms o f  i t s  developing in an instructor  an 
a b i l i t y  to maintain eye contact with the students?
The p rob ab i l i ty  level of th is  item was .0157* The 
mean for instructional  supervisors was 3*5077» or excel l e n t .
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while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3*6923» 
or excel le n t .
Question 8; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  developing in an instructor  an 
understanding o f  the need for a well-organized topical ou t­
l ine  for each period o f  instruction?
The p rob a b i l i ty  level o f  this item was .0344. The 
mean for instructional  supervisors was 3* 5385» or excel l e n t , 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3*6923» 
or excel l e n t .
Question 9; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  developing in an instructor  an 
understanding of the need for allowing and encouraging stu­
dents to question and discuss items in class?
The p ro b ab i l i ty  level o f  th is  item was .0459* The 
mean for instructional  supervisors was 3*4538» or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3*6077» 
or excel le n t .
Question 10; How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  aiding an instructor  in under­
standing the need for reteaching ( re p e t i t io n  of  key elements 
of instruction)?
The p ro b a b i l i ty  level o f  th is  item was .0108. The 
mean for ins truct iona l  supervisors was 3*4000, or good,
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while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3 . 6 2 31 , 
or excel le n t .
Question 11; How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  developing in an instructor
an a b i l i t y  to counsel students e f fe c t iv e ly ?
The prob ab i l i ty  level of  th is  item was .0000. The 
mean for instructional  supervisors was 2.9923» or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 2 . 3615» 
or f a i r .
Question 12; How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  providing an instructor  with
an understanding of  his need for being energetic  and en­
thusiast ic  about his work?
The p ro b ab i l i ty  level of  th is  item was .0001. The 
mean for instructional  supervisors was 3 *2 3 08 » or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3 *60 00 , 
or excel l e n t .
Question 13: How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  i t s  providing an instructor  with 
an understanding of his need for maintaining an active s tu­
dent interest?
The prob ab i l i ty  level of th is  item was .OO33 . The 
mean for instruct ional  supervisors was 3*3385» or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3*5846,
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o r  e x c e l  l e n t .
Question 14: How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  providing an instructor  with 
an understanding of  his need for being object ive  ( f a i r ,  con­
s is ten t ,  and honest)?
The probab i l i ty  level of th is  item was .0378. The 
mean for instructional  supervisors was 3.4385, or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3*5923, 
or excel l e n t .
The items which follow were not included in the 
highly structured portion of both interv iew forms which 
dealt  with specif ic  stated course object ives.  The items i n ­
volved instructor  and supervisor comparative appraisals of  
instructional  supervision and inservice education program of  
the United States Army Medical F ie ld  Service School.
Question 15: How would you rate the Specia l- techni­
cal (subject-centered) instruct iona l  supervision which the 
Faculty Development Course graduates are receiving?
The probab i l i ty  level of  th is  item was .0160. The 
mean for instruct ional  supervisors was 3.1000, or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 2.8308,  
or good.
Question 16; How would you rate the general ( i n ­
structor art-centered) instructional  supervision which the
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Faculty Development Course graduates are receiving?
The prob ab i l i ty  level of  th is  item was .0000. The 
mean for instruct ional  supervisors was 3*0615, or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 2.2769,  
or fai r .
Question 17: How would you ra te  the overal l  i n ­
structional supervision which the Faculty Development Course 
instructor graduates are receiving?
The prob ab i l i ty  level of  th is  item was .0002. The 
mean for instructional  supervisors was 3*0615, or good, 
while the mean of course instructor  graduates was 2.6154,  
or good.
The following structured summary question was asked 
both the course instructor  graduates and th e i r  immediate i n ­
structional supervisors.
Question ; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course (o vera l l )  in i t s  preparing an instructor  for  
i nstructorship?
The instructor  graduates responded as follows;
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage




Excel lent - i l 48
TOTALS 130 100
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The i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s u p e r v i s o r s  r e s p o n d e d  as  f o l l o w s :
Instructional  
Rati ng Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Undecided 0 0
Poor 4 3




The mode for instructors on th is  item was excel l e n t , 
while the mean was 3.35, or good. The mode for in s t ru c ­
t ional  supervisors on th is  item was good, while the mean was 
3 . 18 , or good.
The cumulative s t a t is t ic s  for the above item for 
both the instructor  graduates and th e ir  immediate in s t ru c ­
t ional supervisors were as follows:
Instructor and I n ­
structional Supervi sor 
Rati ng Combi ned Responses Percentage
Undecided 0 0
Poor 6 3




The combined mode was excel l e n t , while the mean was
3 . 2 7 , or good.
The combined cumulative s t a t i s t i c s  for a l l  fo r ty -
four structured items were as follows:
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Instructor  and I n ­
structional Supervisor 
Rati ng Combi ned Responses Percentage
Undeci ded 4 0
Poor 434 3




The combined cumulative mode was excel l e n t , while
the mean was 3 *3 0 , or good.
The cumulative item mean for instructors  was 3*29,
and for supervisors i t  was 3 *3 0 , or good.
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CHAPTER V I I  
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
I .  SUMMARY
This invest igat ion was conducted at the United States 
Army Medical Field Service School, Brooke Army Medical Cen­
t e r ,  Fort Sam Houston, Texas. The study involved an assess­
ment o f  the effectiveness of the Faculty Development Course 
in preparing competent instructors  to serve in th is  m i l i t a ry  
service school. The purpose of  the study was to determine 
how instructor  graduates of the four-week Faculty Develop­
ment Course and the ir  immediate ins truc t iona l  supervisors 
appraised the effectiveness of  the course in i t s  achieving 
selected stated objectives.  These ob ject ives ,  which served 
as the primary evaluat ive  c r i t e r i a  in the study, were those 
published "e f fec t ive  instructor  t r a i t s "  which were sought 
throughout the course of instruct ion  and in the continuing 
inservice education programs. The actual assessment of the 
course effectiveness was based upon the expressed opinions 
of 130 course instructor  graduates and upon the opinions of  
130 of th e ir  immediate instructional  supervisors. An e f ­
fo r t  was exerted throughout the study to determine;
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1. How e f fe c t iv e  the course has been in achieving 
i t s  stated objectives.
2. How e f fe c t iv e  the course has been in meeting the 
professional and the personal preservice needs 
of these m i l i t a r y  instructor  graduates.
3. How the course should be modified in accordance 
with recognized professional and personal pre­
service instructor  needs which are not met.
4. What continuing inservice education needs e x is t .
The actual co l lec t ion  of necessary information and
data was accomplished through the use of  the personal i n t e r ­
view method. Two structured interv iew forms were developed 
and pretested for use as measuring instruments. These i n ­
terview forms were constructed in a p a ra l le l  design for i n ­
structors and the ir  immediate ins truct iona l  supervisors.
These forms are referred  to throughout the study as " In s t ru c ­
tor Interview Form A" and " Instruct iona l  Supervisor I n t e r ­
view Form B."
Actual individual interviews with the 260 p a r t i c i ­
pants involved in the study were conducted in pr iva te  o f ­
f ices  in the immediate instructional  and work areas of the 
interviewees. A l l  interviews were completed over a six-week 
period; approximately t h i r t y  minutes per interv iew were 
requi red.
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The recording of information and data was accom­
plished by the interviewer during the interviews. E f fo r ts  
were made to record the information without d is trac t ing  i n ­
terviewees. The recording technique was explained to each 
person interviewed a f te r  rapport was established, and the 
par t ic ip a n t  was f i r s t  advised o f  the purposes and the values 
of the study and of his essential part in i t .
A maximum e f f o r t  was made to standardize answers to 
interv iewee's  questions involving terminology or in c l a r i f y ­
ing points concerning the information sought in the study.
Chapters IV ,  V, and VI of  th is  study included a de­
ta i le d  presentation and analysis of the data. Basica l ly ,  
the data collected from the instructors  and th e ir  immediate 
instruct iona l  supervisors concerned in the study were r e ­
corded in these three chapters. These were: (1) Chapter IV,
which was that portion of  the study which was devoted to the 
ins tructor  graduate's appraisal of  the effectiveness o f  the 
Faculty Development Course in achieving selected stated ob­
je c t iv e s  which included his assessment of continuing inserv ­
ice education needs, (2) Chapter V, which was that port ion  
of  the study devoted to the supervisor's appraisal of  the 
effect iveness of the Faculty Development Course in achieving 
selected stated objectives which also included the assess­
ment of the continuing inservice education needs of  the
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course instructor graduates supervised, and (3) Chapter V I ,  
which was that port ion of the study devoted to the compari­
sons of instructor  and supervisor appraisals of  the e f fe c ­
tiveness of  the Faculty Development Course in achieving 
selected stated objectives which again included th e ir  as­
sessment of  continuing inservice education needs.
The highly structured items which involved specif ic  
Faculty Development Course objectives u t i l i z e d  a four-point  
rating scale. These were presented in terms of whole num­
bers, percentages, and means. The analysis of variance on 
these items between instructor  and supervisor evaluations  
was accomplished through use of a computerized F te s t ,  and 
those s ign i f ican t  items were recorded in terms of compara­
t iv e  whole numbers, percentages, and means.
The open-end questions on both interviews were p re ­
sented in terms of whole numbers and percentages with appro­
p r ia te  verbal q u a l i f ic a t io n s  and/or explanations.
General Information Concerninq Faculty  
Development Course Instructor  Graduates
The age range of  the 130 Faculty Development Course 
instructor  graduates was nineteen to f i f t y - t h r e e  years of  
age. The mean age was twenty-eight years and the mode was 
twenty-three years. The sample included m i l i t a r y  instructors  
from fo r ty - fo u r  states, the majority  of whom were twenty-f ive
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years o f  age or under.
The m i l i t a r y  rank range of  instructors  interviewed 
was from the en l is ted  grade o f  p r iva te  (E2) through f i r s t  
l ieutenant (02) .  The rank mean was sergeant f i r s t  class or 
spec ia l is t  sixth class (E6 ) ,  and the mode was corporal or 
spec ia l is t  fourth class (E4).
Forty-four of the instructors  interviewed were s in ­
g le ,  while e igh ty -s ix  were married.
The study involved instructor  personnel who were 
trained in th ir teen d i f fe re n t  m i l i t a r y  (medical) occupa­
t ional spec ia l t ies  and who were instructing in seven sepa­
rate academic departments o f  the United States Army Medical 
Field Service School.
All  of  the 130 instructors  interviewed were high-  
school graduates, and fo r ty  were college graduates. The 
mean of college t ra in ing in years was 2 .34 years, based upon 
30 semester c red i t  hours per academic year.
A to ta l  of twelve o f  the instructors  interviewed had 
done some type of  instructing in c i v i l i a n  l i f e  pr ior  to en­
tering the service. Sixteen of  the more senior en l is ted  i n ­
structors had previous m i l i t a r y  instruct ional  experience 
ranging from two to twelve years. The actual instructional  
exper ient ia l  range for m i l i t a r y  instructorship was less than 
six months to twenty-four years. The mean was 1.2 years.
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while the actual mean of act ive  duty m i l i t a r y  experience 
was 6 .6  years.
When asked what th e ir  a t t i tud es  were toward i n ­
s truct ing ,  seventy-three stated that they liked i t  very 
much, while f o r t y - f i v e  stated that they were rather happy 
and pleased with i t .  Only twelve stated that they d is l iked  
instructing or that they were not too interested or were i n ­
d i f fe re n t  to i t .  Nine of  the twelve were among the twenty- 
one instructors who did not s p e c i f ic a l ly  volunteer for or 
request instructorship posit ions.
General Informati on Concerni ng the Instructional  
Supervi sors of the Faculty Development Course 
Instructor  Graduates
The age range of the 130 instruct iona l  supervisors 
interviewed was eighteen to f i f t y - f i v e  years of  age. The 
mean age was th i r ty - fo u r  years and the mode was age twenty- 
f iv e .  The sample included m i l i t a r y  instruct iona l  supervi­
sors from th i r ty - th r e e  states.
The m i l i t a ry  rank range of the instructional  super­
visors was from corporal or sp e c ia l is t  fourth class (E4) to 
f u l l  colonel (0 6 ) .  The rank mean was sergeant major (E9)«
The mode was master sergeant or spec ia l is t  seventh class (E7)
T h ir ty - th ree  of the instruct iona l  supervisors were 
single,  while ninety-seven were married.
The study involved ins truc t iona l  supervisors who
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were trained in f i f t e e n  d i f f e r e n t  m i l i t a r y  (medical) occupa­
t ional  spec ia l t ies  and who ( in  the majority  of  cases) were 
supervising as well as instructing in seven separate aca­
demic departments of the United States Army Medical F ie ld  
Service School.
Al l  of  the 130 instruct ional  supervisors were high- 
school graduates, and s ix ty - four  were college graduates.
The mean in college t ra in ing  in years was 3 .16.
A to ta l  of twenty-f ive  o f  the instruct iona l  supervi­
sors had done some type of  instructing  in c i v i l i a n  l i f e  
pr ior  to entry into the service.
Forty-e ight of the instructional  supervisors had i n ­
structed four or more years in the m i l i t a r y .  The range of  
m il i t a ry  instructorship experience for the instructional  su­
pervisors was two with less than six-months experience to 
three with twenty-two years experience. The mean for i n ­
structional experience was 3*99 years.
The actual m i l i t a ry  experience range of  these i n ­
structional supervisors was from one to twenty-f ive  years 
for a mean of  12.10  years.
When asked what th e ir  a t t i tu d es  were toward in s t r u c t ­
ing, ninety-seven stated that they l iked i t  very much, while  
twenty-f ive  stated that they were rather happy and pleased 
with i t .  Only seven stated that they d is l iked  i t  or that
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they were not too interested in ins tru c t in g .  All  seven of  
these were among the eighteen instruct iona l  supervisors who 
did not s p e c i f ic a l ly  volunteer or request instructorship  
posi t i  ons.
The instructional  supervisors were asked what the ir  
present a t t i tu d e  was toward serving as instructional  super­
visors. Seventy-seven stated that they l iked i t  very much, 
while fo r ty - th ree  indicated that  they were rather happy and 
pleased with i t .  No instruct iona l  supervisors indicated a 
d is l ik e  for serving as instruct iona l  supervisors, and only 
three stated that they were not too interested in i t .  The 
majority did,  however, in the course of the interv iew, state  
that they did not feel that they had s u f f ic ie n t  time to de­
vote to th is  essential function.
Only f i f t y - t w o  volunteered to serve as instructional  
supervisors, and only f i f t y - s i x  indicated that they received 
special t ra in ing  in the supervising of  ins truc t ion .  This 
is no doubt p a r t ly  due to the fact  that  the majority o f  the 
instructional  supervisors were en l is ted  and o f f i c e r  person­
nel who were senior in rank and experience and were there ­
fore expected to accept the additional res p on s ib i l i ty  of  
serving as supervisors of  ins truc t ion .
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Instructor  Graduate Appraisal of  
the Faculty Development Course
In Part I I  o f  the instructor  interv iew form, each of  
the "e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s "  which were sought in the 
instructor  preservice t ra in ing  program was analyzed and tabu­
lated during the interviews. There were fo r ty - fo u r  of these 
highly structured items. The actual responses and verbal 
explanations were included in Chapter IV of  th is  study. The 
majority of items received good or exce l len t  rat ings by the 
instructors .  Therefore, only those areas which received 
lowest and highest rat ings were included in th is  summary. 
These items u t i l i z e d  a four-point  ra t ing  scale. The items 
given low rat ings were;
Question 1 : How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  helping you to know your subject 
matter better?
As was discussed in Chapter IV ,  th is  question caused 
confusion and f ru s tra t io n  among course graduates because, 
even though th is  was a stated object ive  of the course, i t  
was obvious that l i t t l e  emphasis or assistance could be pro­
vided by the educator- instructional  s t a f f  in technical medi­
cal and re la ted specialty subjects. The mean for th is  item 
was 2 . 18 , or f a i r .
Question 2: How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  developing in you an a b i l i t y  to
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counsel students e f fe c t iv e ly ?
Even though a course object ive  was "to develop an 
a b i l i t y  to e f fe c t iv e ly  counsel students," i t  is  obvious 
again that an attempt to accomplish th is  in a course of four 
weeks would be u n re a l is t ic .  I t  does have implications for 
inservice education, however. The mean for this  item was 
2 . 3 7 , or f a i r .
Question 3; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  preparing you to select wisely
among study references?
The mean for th is  item was 2.70,  or good. However, 
a to ta l  of s ixty of  the instructor  graduates interviewed 
rated th is  item poor or f a i r .
Question 4: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  emphasizing the importance of
keeping currently  informed in changing m i l i t a r y  doctrine?
The mean for th is  item was 2 .89 ,  or good. A tota l  
of forty-two instructor  graduates, or 32 per cent, of  those 
interviewed rated th is  item poor or f a i r .
Those items which were given especia l ly  high ratings  
by the instructor graduates interviewed were:
Question 1 : How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing you with an awareness 
of  the need for making frequent checks on student learning
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by means of questions, quizzes, and exercises?
The mean for th is  item was 3 *6 8 , or excel l e n t .
Question 2; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  emphasis upon dynamic ins tru c ­
t ion which stimulates student in te res t  and allows for 
maximum student p a r t ic ip a t io n  and achievement?
The mean for th is  item was 3.62, or excel le n t .
Question 3: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  developing in you an a b i l i t y  to 
maintain eye contact with the students?
The mean for th is  item was 3*69, or excel le n t .
Question 4; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  developing in you an understand­
ing of the need for a well-organized topical ou t l ine  for 
each period of  instruction?
The mean for th is  item was also 3.69, or excel le n t .
Question 5: How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  developing in you an understand­
ing of the need for allowing and encouraging students to 
question and discuss items in class?
The mean for th is  item was 3.61, or excel le n t .
Question 6 ; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  providing you with an awareness 
of the need for returning examinations and other graded
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w rit ten  exercises as soon as practicable  so that students 
are made aware of the ir  achievement status and needs?
The mean for th is  item was 3*55» or excel le n t .
Question 7 : How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  aiding you in understanding the 
need for reteaching or rep e t i t io n  and reinforcement of  key 
elements of  instruction?
The mean for th is  item was 3*62, or excel l e n t .
Question 8 ; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  providing you with an understand­
ing of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for maintaining an active  
interest?
The mean for th is  item was 3*58, or excel le n t .
Question 9: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  providing you with an understand­
ing of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being object ive  ( f a i r ,  
consistent,  and honest)?
The mean for this  item was 3*59, or excel le n t .
Question 10; How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing you with an understand­
ing of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for t rea t ing  a l l  students and 
co-workers with equal consideration and respect?
The mean for th is  item was 3-54, or excel le n t .
Question 11 ; How would you rate  the Faculty
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Development Course in terms of  i t s  providing you with an
understanding o f  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being immaculate
and proper in appearance at a l l  times?
The mean for th is  item was 3*61, or excel l e n t .
The cumulative s t a t i s t i c s  for the fo r ty - fo u r  highly
structured items were as follows:
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage
Undecided 3 .0
Poor 246 4.3




The mode was e x ce l len t ,  while the cumulative item 
mean was 3*29, or good.
A single summary question was asked the instructor  
graduates which corre la tes  highly with the above. The ques­
t ion was:
Question : How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course (o v e ra l l )  in i t s  preparing you for in s t ru c to r -  
ship?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of  responses was as follows:
Rating Instructor  Responses Percentage




Excel lent 63 48
TOTALS 130 100
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The mode was exce l len t ,  while the mean was 3*35» or
good.
Course Instructor  Graduate Instructional
Supervi sors' Apprai sal of the Faculty 
Development Course
In Part I I  of  the instructional  supervisor interv iew  
form, each of the "e f fe c t iv e  instructor  t r a i t s "  which were 
sought in the instructor  preservice education program was 
analyzed and tabulated during the interviews. Based upon 
course instructor  graduate observed performance, the super­
visors responded to the same fo r ty - fo u r  highly structured  
items as did the instructors interviewed. The actual r e ­
sponses and the verbal explanations were included in Chapter 
V of  th is  study. A l l  of the items received good or ex ce l ­
lent rat ings by the instruct ional  supervisors. Therefore,  
only those areas which received lowest and highest rat ings  
were included in th is  summary. These items u t i l i z e d  a four-  
point ra t ing  scale.
The items given lowest rat ings were :
Question j_: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s t ru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  preparing th is  ins tructor  better  to 
know his subject matter?
T h i r t y - f i v e  instructional  supervisors, or 27 per 
cent,  of  those interviewed rated th is  item poor or f a i r .
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The mean for th is  item was 2 .85,  or good.
Question 2̂ : Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
Course in terms o f  i t s  developing in th is  instructor  an 
a b i l i t y  to counsel students e f fec t iv e ly ?
Th ir ty - th ree  instructional  supervisors, or 25 per 
cent; of those interviewed rated th is  item as poor or f a i r .
The mean for th is  item was 2 .99 ,  or good.
Question Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  preparing th is  instructor  to select
wisely among study references?
Twenty-five instructional  supervisors, or 19 per 
cent, of  those interviewed rated th is  item poor or f a i r .
The mean was 3-Ok, or good.
Those items which received especia l ly  high rat ings
were :
Question 1 : How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  developing in th is  instructor  
an a b i l i t y  to maintain eye contact?
The mean for th is  item was 3.51, or excel l e n t . 
Question Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  developing in th is  instructor  an
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understanding of  the need for a well-organized topical o u t ­
l ine for each period of instruction?
The mean for th is  item was 3.54, or excel le n t .
Question 2 '  Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
Course in terms of  i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an 
awareness of the need for making frequent checks on student 
learning by means of questions, quizzes, and exercises?
The mean for th is  item was 3.41, or good.
Question 4: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
Course in terms of  i t s  developing in th is  instructor  an 
a b i l i t y  to glance only momentarily and occasionally at the 
topical ou t l ine  during instructional  periods?
The mean for this  item was 3*45, or good.
Question Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
Course in terms o f  i t s  developing in th is  ins tructor  an un­
derstanding of the need for allowing and encouraging stu­
dents to question and discuss items in class?
The mean for th is  item was 3.45, or good.
Question Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you ra te  the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
170
awareness of the need for returning examinations and other  
graded wri t ten  exercises as soon as pract icable  so that stu­
dents are made aware of th e i r  achievement status and needs?
The mean for th is  item was 3»47, or good.
Question 7.: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
Course in terms of  i t s  aiding th is  instructor  in understand­
ing the need for reteaching or re p e t i t io n  of  key elements 
of instruction?
The mean for th is  item was 3*40, or good.
Question 8: Based upon the observed performance of
th is  in s tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
Course in terms of  i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an 
understanding o f  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being objective  
( f a i r ,  consistent,  and honest)?
The mean for th is  item was 3»44, or good.
Question 9.; Based upon the observed performance of
th is  ins truc to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an 
understanding of  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for t reat ing  a l l  stu­
dents with equal consideration and respect?
The mean for th is  item was 3*43, or good.
Question 10; Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate  the Faculty Development
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Course in terms of  i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an 
understanding of  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for possession and 
maintenance of  a good sense of humor, while s t i l l  keeping 
matters in the ir  proper perspective?
The mean for th is  item was 3*^3» or good.
Question 11 ; Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  ins tru c to r ,  how would you rate the Faculty Development 
Course in terms of i t s  providing th is  instructor  with an 
understanding of  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being immaculate 
and proper in appearance at a l l  times?
The mean for th is  item was 3*48, or good.
The cumulative s t a t is t ic s  for the fo r ty - fo u r  highly  
structured items were as follows:
Instructional  
Rating Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Undecided 1 0
Poor 188 3
Fai r 542 9
Good 2 ,5 3 8  45
Excellent 2,451 43
TOTALS 5 ,7 2 0  100
The mode was good, and the cumulative item mean was
3 . 3 0 , or good.
A single summary guestion was asked course graduate
instructional  supervisors which correlated highly with the
above. The question was:
Question: How would you rate the Faculty
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Development Course (o v era l l )  in i t s  preparing th is  in s t ru c ­
tor for instructorship?
The d is t r ib u t io n  of responses was as follows:
Instructional  
Rating Supervi sor Responses Percentage
Undeci ded 0 0
Poor 4 3
Fair  19 15
Good 57 44
Excel lent 50 38
TOTALS 130 100
The mode was good, and the mean was 3»18, or good.
Instructor  Observations 
and Recommendati ons
In Part I I I  o f  the instructor interv iew form, the 
course instructor graduates responded to a series of  open- 
end questions which were designed to id e n t i fy  areas of  par ­
t ic u la r  strength or weakness in the Faculty Development 
Course and to evaluate instructional  supervision and inserv ­
ice (on-the- job) t ra in ing programs at the United States Army 
Medical Fie ld Service School. The questions to which f i f ­
teen or more responded are included in order of the greatest  
number of responses as follows:
Question 1 : Ind icate  the areas of  p a r t ic u la r
strength which you may have noted in the Faculty Development 
Course.
Sixty-one d i f fe r e n t  areas of strength were l is ted .
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Those  w h i c h  f i f t e e n  o r  more  i n s t r u c t o r s  i n c l u d e d  w e r e :
1. The building of  self-confidence. F i f t y  in s t ru c ­
tors ,  or 38 per cent, of  those interviewed i n ­
cluded th is  response.
2. The development of lesson plans and instructor  
manuscripts. Forty-nine ins truc to rs ,  or 37 per 
cent,  of  those interviewed included th is  r e ­
sponse.
3 . The construction of  examinations. Twenty-three 
ins truc tors ,  or 18 per cent, o f  those i n t e r ­
viewed included th is  response.
4. Classroom management (control and d is c ip l in e ) .  
Twenty instructors ,  or 15 per cent, of those i n ­
terviewed included th is  response.
5 . The correction of d is t rac t ing  mannerisms in the 
instructional  process. Eighteen ins truc tors ,  
or 14 per cent, included th is  response.
Question 2: Indicate the areas of p a r t ic u la r  weak­
ness which you may have noted in the Faculty Development 
Course.
The instructors  included 101 d i f fe re n t  areas o f  weak­
ness in the course. The majority o f  the areas were mentioned 
by one or two respondents.
The areas o f  p a r t icu la r  weakness are l is ted  in order
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o f  t h e  g r e a t e s t  number o f  r e s p o n d e n t s .
1. Inadequate student counseling. Seventy in s t ru c ­
tors ,  or 54 per cent, o f  those interviewed i n ­
cluded th is  response.
2. U n rea l is t ic  ro le -p lay ing .  Twenty-three ins tru c ­
tors ,  or 18 per cent, o f  those interviewed i n ­
cluded th is  response.
3 . In s u f f ic ie n t  emphasis upon the needs of  en l is ted  
instructors .  Sixteen ins truc to rs ,  or 12 per 
cent, of those interviewed included th is  r e ­
sponse.
4. In s u f f ic ie n t  instruction in lesson plan prepara­
t ion .  F if teen ins truc to rs ,  or 12 per cent, of  
those interviewed included th is  response.
5 . Inadequate pract ica l  exercises in instructor  
t ra in in g .  F if teen ins tru c to rs ,  or 12 per cent,  
of those interviewed included th is  response.
The instructors  rated th e ir  present inservice educa­
t ion programs as good, and 100 of  the 130 interviewed an­
swered "yes" to the question, "Do you consider the present 
inservice a c t i v i t i e s  s u f f ic ie n t  to meet your needs?"
In answer to the question, " In what continuing in -  
service education a c t i v i t i e s  are you current ly  p a r t ic ip a t in g? " ,  
i t  was discovered that t h i r t y - fo u r  d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  were
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included. Those which were included by f i f t e e n  or more i n ­
structors in order of greatest number of  responses were :
1. Individual and guided readings.
2. Informal facu lty  meetings.
3. Formal facu lty  meetings.
4. Off-duty education.
5. Off-duty employment in jo b -re la te d  f i e ld .
The instructors  rated technical instruct iona l  super­
vision high. E ighty-s ix  ins truc tors ,  or 66 per cent,  i n d i ­
cated that they were receiving special (content-centered)  
ins truct iona l  supervision. In contrast ,  general in s t ru c ­
t ional  supervision ( ins truc tor  art -centered)  received a low 
rat ing by instructors .  Only forty-two ins tru c to rs ,  or 32 
per cent, of  those interviewed stated that they were rece iv ­
ing general ( ins truc tor  art -centered)  instruct iona l  supervi­
sion. The actual rat ings of  the present supervision 
received were good for special and f a i r  for general i n ­
structional  supervision. The mean for general instruct ional  
supervision was 2 . 2 8 , or f a i r , while the mean for special 
ins truct iona l  supervision was 2 . 8 3 , or good. The mean for  
both general and special instruct ional  supervision was 2 . 6 2 , 
or good.
Only seventeen ins truc to rs ,  or 13 per cent,  stated 
that the instructional  supervision which they were receiving
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was not he lp fu l ,  while 113» or 87 per cent, of  those i n t e r ­
viewed stated that i t  was he lp fu l .
In spite of the low rat ing given general ins t ru c ­
t ional supervision, 101 ins truc tors ,  or 78 per cent, of  those 
interviewed stated that the supervision which they were r e ­
ceiving met the ir  needs.
A f in a l  open-end question was asked each course i n ­
structor graduate. The question was as follows;
Question 3: What specif ic  recommendations or pro­
posed changes would you l ik e  to make regarding the Faculty 
Development Course?
There were eighty-nine d i f f e r e n t  responses made to 
th is  question. Again, the vast majority  of  these d i f fe re n t  
responses were made by only one or two respondents. The 
recommendations which were made by f i f t e e n  or more course 
instructor  graduates interviewed are l is ted  in order of the 
greatest number of  responses. They were:
1. A l lo t  more emphasis and more time to student 
counseling in the course. F i f ty -n in e  in s t ru c ­
tors interviewed, or 53 per cent, made this  
recommendation.
2. A l lo t  more emphasis and more time to actual 
teaching experience and pract ica l  exercises in 
the course. F i f t y - f i v e  instructors  interviewed.
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or 42 per cent, made this  recommendation.
3 . A l lo t  less emphasis and less time to the w r i t ­
ing of instructor  lesson plans and manuscripts. 
Twenty-four instructors ,  or 18 per cent, of  
those interviewed made th is  recommendation,
4. Make role playing in the course more r e a l i s t i c .  
Twenty-two instructors ,  or 17 per cent, of  those 
interviewed made th is  recommendation.
5 . Structure the course to meet the needs of the 
enl is ted  instructors .  Eighteen course ins t ru c ­
tor graduates, or 14 per cent, of  those i n t e r ­
viewed made this  recommendation.
Supervi sor Observations 
and Recommendations
In Part I I I  of the instructional  supervisor i n t e r ­
view form, the supervisors responded to a series of  open-end 
questions which were designed to i l lum inate  areas of  par­
t ic u la r  strength or weakness in the Faculty Development 
Course. They also evaluated the instruct ional  supervision 
and the inservice education programs at the United States 
Army Medical Field Service School.
The questions to which a s ig n i f ic a n t  number of i n ­
structional supervisors responded were, in order of the 
greatest number of responses, as follows;
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Question Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  ins truc tor ,  as well as other pert inent  information 
avai lab le  to you, indicate the areas o f  p a r t ic u la r  strength 
which you may have noted in the Faculty Development Course.
The instructional  supervisors l is te d  s ix ty - th ree  
d i f fe re n t  areas of  strength in the course. The areas of  
pa r t icu la r  strength l is ted  in the order of greatest number 
of responses by f i f t e e n  or more instructional  supervisors 
were :
1. The building of  self-confidence before a group. 
Forty instructional  supervisors, or 31 per cent,  
of those interviewed used th is  response.
2. The development of  lesson plans and instructor  
manuscripts. Sixteen instructional  supervisors, 
or 12 per cent, of those interviewed used this  
response.
Question Based upon the observed performance of  
th is  in s tru c to r ,  as well as other pert inent  information 
avai lab le  to you, indicate the areas of weakness which you 
may have noted in the Faculty Development Course.
The instruct ional  supervisors l is te d  th i r ty - th r e e  
d i f fe re n t  areas of  weakness in the course. Only one of  
these was included by f i f t e e n  or more instruct iona l  supervi­
sors. I t  was;
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
179
1. Student counseling. Seventeen instruct ional  
supervisors, or 14 per cent, of  those i n t e r ­
viewed included th is  response.
The instructional  supervisors rated the present in -  
service education programs of  the instructor  graduates su­
pervised as good. A combined tota l  o f  n in e ty -e igh t ,  or 76 
per cent, of those interviewed chose good and excellent  
responses.
In answer to the question, "In what inservice t r a i n ­
ing a c t i v i t i e s  is  this instructor  p a r t ic ip a t in g? " ,  the i n ­
structional supervisors l is te d  f i f t y  d i f fe r e n t  inservice  
a c t i v i t i e s .  Those which were included by f i f t e e n  or more 
instructional  supervisors are l is ted  in order of the g rea t ­
est number of responses.
1. Reading of l i t e r a tu r e  in the respective medical- 
specialty f i e l d .
2. Instructor conferences, lectures, and seminars.
3. Supervisor observations and c r i t iq u e s  on i n ­
structional matters.
4. Off-duty education.
Ninety-nine instruct iona l  supervisors, or 76 per 
cent,  of  those interviewed answered "yes" when asked i f  the 
current inservice education programs of  the course ins tru c ­
tor graduates supervised meet th e i r  needs.
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The instructional  supervisors rated both special and 
general ins truct iona l  supervision of the course instructor  
graduates as good. They rated the overal l  instructional  su­
pervision as good. The mode was e xc e l len t ,  and the mean was 
3 . 0 6 , or good. Twenty-seven instruct ional  supervisors, or 
21 per cent, of  those interviewed stated that the ins tru c ­
tional supervision o f  the course graduates did not meet th e i r  
needso In contrast ,  I 0 3 , or 79 per cent, stated that these 
supervisory needs were being met.
The instructor  potent ia l  of  each graduate was ana­
lyzed. Twelve instructor  graduates, or 9 per cent, of the 
tota l  interviewed were rated poor or f a i r  by th e ir  in s t ru c ­
t ional supervisors. The balance o f  118 instructor  graduates, 
or 91 per cent of  those involved in the study, was rated 
good or excel lent in p o ten t ia l .
The ins truc t iona l  supervisors were asked to ra te  the 
overall  effect iveness of  each course instructor  graduate.
The mode for the item was e xc e l le n t ,  while the mean was 3*35» 
or good. Twelve of the 130 instructor  graduates involved 
in the study were rated f a i r  or poor, while 116 were rated 
good or exce l len t .
A f in a l  open-end question was asked each ins t ru c ­
t ional supervisor o f  course graduates. The question was as 
follows:
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Question ; What specif ic  recommendations or pro­
posed changes would you l ik e  to make regarding the Faculty 
Development Course?
This question stimulated f i f t y -o n e  d i f fe re n t  recom­
mendations. Most of  these were made by one or two in s t ru c ­
t ional  supervisors. Those recommendations which were made 
by f i f t e e n  or more instruct ional  supervisors are included 
in order of  greatest  number of  responses. These were;
1. A l lo t  more emphasis and more time to student 
counseling in the Faculty Development Course. 
Fif teen  instructional-  supervisors, or 12 per 
cent, o f  those interviewed made th is  recommenda­
t ion .
2. A l lo t  more emphasis and more time to actual 
teaching experience in the Faculty Development 
Course. F i f teen instruct iona l  supervisors, or 
12 per cent, of those interviewed made this  
recommendati on.
Comparati ve Apprai sals of Course Instructor  
Graduates and Thei r Immediate Instruct ional  
Supervi sors
An analysis of variance (F te s t )  was conducted on 
the p a ra l le l  highly structured items contained in Part I I  
of the instructor  and the instruct ional  supervisor interv iew  
forms. These items, which u t i l i z e d  a four-point  rat ing
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scale, included specif ic  questions r e la t iv e  to the degree 
of achievement in reaching stated Faculty Development Course 
objectives.  Instructor  and supervisor rat ings on these 
items correlated highly. Those items which had s u f f ic ie n t  
v ar ia t ion  to resu l t  in actual verbal rat ing differences  
( i . e . ,  poor and f a i r )  between instructors  and th e ir  in s t ru c ­
t ional supervisors were included in th is  summary. Other 
items which had a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f ican t  va r ia t ion  (prob­
a b i l i t y  level of  .0 5  or less) but did not resu lt  in d i f f e r ­
ences in verbal rat ings were included in Chapter VI.
The following structured items ( l i s t e d  in the order 
in which they appeared in the interview forms) involved d i f ­
ferences in verbal rat ings between course instructor  gradu­
ates and the ir  instructional  supervisors:
Questi on 1 : How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  helping the instructor to know 
his subject matter better?
The p rob ab i l i ty  level for th is  item was .0000. The 
mean for ins truct iona l  supervisors was 2.8462, or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 2.1769,  
or f a i r .
Question 2̂ : How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  providing the instructor  with an 
awareness of  the need for making frequent checks on student
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learning by means of  quizzes and exercises?
The p rob a b i l i ty  level of  th is  item was .0017. The 
mean for ins truct iona l  supervisors was 3.4077» or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3 . 66 92 , 
or excel l e n t .
Question 3.* How would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  emphasis upon dynamic in s t ru c ­
t ion which stimulates student in te res t  and allows for  
maximum student p a r t ic ip a t io n  and achievement?
The p ro b a b i l i ty  level for th is  item was .0059. The 
mean for instruct iona l  supervisors was 3 . 3923» or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3.6154» 
or excel l e n t .
Question 4; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  developing in an instructor  an 
understanding of the need for allowing and encouraging stu­
dents to question and discuss items in class?
The p ro b a b i l i ty  level for th is  item was .0459. The 
mean for ins truct iona l  supervisors was 3.4538, or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3 . 6 0 7 7 » 
or excel l e n t .
Question 5: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  aiding an instructor  in under­
standing the need for reteaching ( re p e t i t io n  of key elements
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o f  i n s t r u c t i o n ) ?
The p ro b a b i l i ty  level for th is  item was .0108. The 
mean for instructional  supervisors was 3.4000, or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3 . 6 2 3 1 » 
or excel le n t .
Question 6 ; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  developing in an instructor  an 
a b i l i t y  e f fe c t iv e ly  to counsel students?
The p ro b ab i l i ty  level for th is  item was . 0 0 0 0 . The 
mean for instruct iona l  supervisors was 2 . 9 9 2 3 » or good, 
while  the mean for course instructor  graduates was 2 . 3 6 1 5 » 
or f a i r .
Question 7: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing an instructor  with an 
understanding of  his need for being energetic and enthusi­
as t ic  about his work?
The p ro b a b i l i ty  level for th is  item was .0001. The 
mean for ins truct iona l  supervisors was 3 . 2 3 0 8 , or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3*6000, 
or excel l e n t .
Question 8 ;̂ How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  providing an instructor  with an 
understanding o f  his need for maintaining an act ive  student 
i nterest?
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The p ro b ab i l i ty  level for th is  item was .0033* The 
mean for instructional  supervisors was 3 . 3385 , or good, 
while the mean for course instructor graduates was 3.5846,  
or excel l e n t .
Question 9; How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms o f  i t s  providing an instructor  with an 
understanding o f  his need for being object ive ( f a i r ,  con­
s is te n t ,  and honest)?
The p rob a b i l i ty  level for th is  item was .0378. The 
mean for instruct iona l  supervisors was 3.4385, or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3.5923,  
or excel l e n t .
The combined cumulative s ta t is t ic s  for a l l  of the 
fo r ty - fo u r  highly structured items resulted in a mode of  
excel lent and a mean of  3.30, or good. The mean for i n ­
structional supervisors for these cumulative items was 3.29,  
or good, while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 
3 . 3 0 , or good.
The following comments are re lated to summary ques­
tions asked of course instructor  graduates and th e ir  im­
mediate instructional  supervisors. These items involved 
the to ta l  Faculty Development Course appraisal as well as 
comparative evaluations of  instructional  supervision and in -  
service education program of the United States Army Medical
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F i e l d  S e r v i c e  S c h o o l .  The q u e s t i o n s  w e r e  as  f o l l o w s :
Question 1 : How would you rate the spec ia l - techn i­
cal (subject-centered) instructional  supervision which the 
Faculty Development Course graduates are receiving?
The p ro b ab i l i ty  level for this  item was .0160. The 
mean for instruct iona l  supervisors was 3 * 1000 , or good, 
while the mean for course instructor graduates was 2 . 8 3 0 8 , 
or good.
Question 2_: How would you rate the general ( in s t ru c ­
tor art -centered)  instructional  supervision which the Fa­
culty  Development Course graduates are receiving?
The p ro b ab i l i ty  level of this item was .0000. The 
mean for instruct iona l  supervisors was 3 *0 6 1 5 , or good, 
while the mean for course instructor graduates was 2 . 27 6 9 , 
or fai r .
Question 3: How would you rate the overal l  ins t ru c ­
tional supervision received by Faculty Development Course 
instructor  graduates?
The prob ab i l i ty  level of th is  item was .0002. The 
mean for  instruct ional  supervisors was 3 *0 6 1 5 , or good, 
while the mean for course instructor  graduates was 2.6154,  
or good.
Question 4: How would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course (o v e ra l l )  in i t s  preparing an instructor  for
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instructorship?
The p ro b a b i l i ty  level for th is  item was . 058O. The 
mean for instruct iona l  supervisors was 3 .18 ,  or good, while  
the mean for course instructor  graduates was 3.35» or good.
Question 5: What spec if ic  recommendations or pro­
posed changes would you l ike  to make regarding the Faculty  
Development Course?
The instructors  made eighty-nine d i f f e r e n t  recom­
mendations, while th e ir  instructional  supervisors made f i f t y -  
one. The majority  of  recommendations were made by only one 
or two instructors and/or supervisors.
Those recommendations which were made by f i f t e e n  or 
more course instructor  graduates, in order of  greatest num­
ber of responses, were:
1. A l lo t  more emphasis and more time to student 
counseling in the course.
2. A l lo t  more emphasis and more time to actual 
teaching experience and practica l  exercises in 
the course.
3 . A l lo t  less emphasis and less time to the wri t ing  
of instructor  lesson plans and manuscripts in 
the course.
4. Make ro le  playing in the course more r e a l i s t i c .
5 . Structure the course to meet the needs of  the
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e n l i s t e d  i n s t r u c t o r s .
F if teen or more of  the instructional  supervisors 
included four of the above f iv e  recommendations in th e ir  r e ­
sponses. Their ranking in accordance with the greatest num­
ber of responses was;
1. A l lo t  more emphasis and more time to student 
counseling in the course.
2. A l lo t  more emphasis and more time to actual 
teaching experience in the course.
3. Make ro le  playing in the course more r e a l i s t i c .
4. Structure the course to meet the instructional  
needs o f  en l is ted  instructors .
Both course instructor  graduates and th e ir  immediate 
instructional  supervisors recommended that increased empha­
sis and increased time be devoted to student counseling and 
actual practice ins tru c t in g .  These two were rated f i r s t  
and second in terms of greatest number of responses by both 
groups.
I I .  CONCLUSIONS
The following conclusions were made as the resu l t  
of  the f indings of th is  study:
1. The Faculty Development Course has adequately 
achieved the majority  of  i t s  stated ob ject ives.
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2. The Faculty Development Course has met most of  
the professional and the preservice needs of  
m i l i t a r y  instructor  graduates.
3 . The Faculty Development Course should be modi­
f ie d  to allow for more pract ica l  experience in 
teaching and in counseling students.
4. The predominant continuing in servi ce education
needs were id e n t i f ie d  as instructor  t ra in ing  and 
experience in counseling students and in super­
vising student practica l  exercises.
5 . The elements in the course which provided the 
student- instructor  experiences s imilar  to those 
encountered on the job were those regarded as 
most valuable and most p ra c t ic a l .
6. The study revealed that lacks in communication
and information between the Faculty Development
Unit and the academic departments have an ad­
verse e f fe c t  upon the instructional  program at  
the school.
7 . The study revealed a need to give increased a t ­
tention to general instructional  supervision and 
to provide instructional  supervisors with spe­
c ia l  education and t ra in ing  in th is  area o f  re -  
sponsibi1i ty .
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8. The study revealed a need for re l iev ing  primary 
instructional  supervisors from some of the ir  
instructional  and administrat ive tasks so that  
they may spend more time in supervising instruc*  
t ion .
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UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL FIELD SERVICE SCHOOL 
BROOKE ARMY MEDICAL CENTER 
FOR SAM HOUSTON, TEXAS 78234
PROGRAM OF INSTRUCTION
FOR
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COURSE 
(O ff icer  and Enlisted)
LENGTH: 4 Weeks (176 Hours)
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SECTION I - PREFACE
A. Course: Faculty Development.
B. Purpose and instructional  objectives.
1. Purpose: To develop in potentia l  instructors  a
working knowledge of teaching techniques, 
student counseling procedures, and United 
States Army Medical Field Service School 
instructor  p o l ic ie s ,  which lead to q u a l i ­
fying the graduate for duty as an in s t ru c ­
tor at the United States Army Medical 
Fie ld  Service School.
?.. Instructional  objectives:
a. A b i l i t y  to speak e f fe c t iv e ly  before a group.
b. A b i l i t y  to formulate lesson objectives.
c. A b i l i t y  to apply the pr inc ip les  of learning to 
teachi ng.
d. A b i l i t y  to prepare or revise lesson plans and 
supporting instructional  m ater ia l .
e. A b i l i t y  to select and employ adequately the 
techniques and instructional  methods result ing  
in sat is factory  classroom ins truc t ion .
f .  A b i l i t y  to construct v a l id ,  r e l i a b le ,  achieve­
ment-oriented examinations.
g. A b i l i t y  to evaluate and counsel students with 
academic problems.
C. Prerequis ites:  Off icers  and enl is ted  men and women on
active  duty whose prospective assignment 
i s to duty at  the Uni ted States Army 
Medical Fie ld Service School as in s t ru c ­
tors or as supervisors of  ins tructors .  
School instructors are selected on the 
basis of  the ir  expressed desire ,  a b i l i t y ,  
t ra in in g ,  and experience. For en l is ted  
personnel, minimum acceptable General
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Technical (GT) score (and any other  
standard score applicable)  is  at least  
10 points higher than the minimum r a t ­
ing prerequis ite  for the course in 
which instruction is to be accomplished.
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SECTION I I  - SUMMARY 
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COURSE 
Length: k weeks - 176 hours
Hours
Peace Mobil izat ion
A. Academic subjects:
Orientation to Faculty Develop­
ment Course and United States 
Army Medical F ie ld Service
School 12 12
History and Philosophy of M i l i ­
tary Education 4 4
Instructional  Pr incip les and 
Techniques 61 61
Organization and Design of I n ­
structional Material 36 36
Student Evaluation and Counseling 21 21
Course Review and Examinations 6 6
TÏÏÔ TÇÔ
B. Nonacademic subjects:
Aptitude Testing 2 2
O ff ic e rs '  Cal1, CIP 1 1
Commander's Time 5 5
Physical Conditioning 16 16
Open Time 9 9
Outprocessing 2 2
Graduation ___ 1 __1
Subtotal 36 36
Total 176 176
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SECTION I I I  - BODY 







Orientation to Fa- 
culty  Development 
Course and United 
States Army Medi- 
cal Field Service 
School
History and Ph i­
losophy of  Mi 1 i - 
tary Education
Instruct ional  
Princip les and 
Techni ques
Organization and 
Design of In s tru c ­
tional Material
Welcome ( I ) ;  o r ien ta t io n  
to course (2 ) ;  organiza­
tion of United States 
Army Medical F ie ld Serv­
ice School (8);  nonin- 
structional duties (1 ) .
History of the Army 
school system (1 );  p r in ­
ciples and system of  
m il i t a ry  education (2 ) ;  
Army Medical Service 
nonresident program (1 ) ,
Overcoming nervousness 
(1 ) ;  instructional  meth­
ods (4 ) ;  instructional  
aids (7 ) ;  class manage­
ment and control (3 ) ;  
programmed instruction
(3 ) ;  instructional  
processes (43) .
Writing performance ob­
jec t ives  (2);  p r inc ip les  
of learning (2 ) ;  i n ­
structional steps and 
communication techniques
(4 );  research and prepa­
rat ion of the lesson 
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Subject Scope I n s t r u c t i o n a lH o u rs
Student Evaluation 
and Counseling
Course Review and 
Exami nati  ons
Student evaluation (2 ) j  
pr inc ip les ,  philosophy, 
and preparation of  ex­
aminations (12);  item 
analysis (2);  student 
counseling (4 ) ;  academic 
reports (1 ) .
Course review (2 ) ;  w r i t ­
ten examination (2 ) ;  
reteaching (1 ) ;  f in a l  
oral examination (1 ) .
21
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SECTION IV - ANNEXES
ANNEX A
ORIENTATION TO FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COURSE AND 
UNITED STATES ARMY, MEDICAL FIELD SERVICE SCHOOL
Length: 12 Hours
PURPOSE: A general knowledge of  the requirements and con­
tent of the course: the organization of the
United States Army Medical F ie ld  Service School; 
the location and function of instructional  and 
support a c t i v i t i e s ;  noninstructional duties and 
re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s ;  and the system of nonresident 
instruction in the Army Medical Department.
Subject
Instructional  
Hours & Type Scope of Instruction
We 1 come 1 Lecture School mission. Purpose of  in< 
structor t ra in in g .  Importance 
of role  of instructor  in the 




2 Lecture Explanation of  course objec­
t iv e s ,  content, and req u ire ­
ments, including oral and 
w rit ten  work, completion dates, 
Expected conduct as a student 
in the Faculty Development 
Course.









Explanation of the organization  
of the United States Army Medi­
cal Field Service School. Stu­
dents are taken on tour and 
given an explanation of In s t ru c ­
t ional Support Branch; Training  
Aids Div is ion; USA MFSS Library;  
USA MFSS Museum; Headquarters, 
1st B a t ta l ion ,  USA MFSS; Depart­
ment of Pathology and Labora­
tory Sciences; Department of  
Dental Science; Department of
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ANNEX A ( C o n t )
S u b j e c t I n s t r u c t ! o n a lH ou rs  S- Type Scope o f  I n s t r u c t i o n
Medicine and Surgery; Depart­
ment of Preventive Medicine; 
Department of  Veterinary Sci­
ence; and U.S. Combat Develop­
ments Command Medical Service 
Agency. Attendance at one 
graduation exercise to note 
SOP and type of  content used 
in lecture.
Noni nstruc- 
t  i ona1 
Duties
1 Conference Curriculum committee member­
ship and SOP. Faculty Board. 
Technical assistance to w r i t ­
ers in the Department of Non­
resident Ins truc t ion .  Class 
advisor. Course d irec to r .  
Speeches at c i v i l i a n  meetings. 
A rt ic le s  in professional meet­
ings. Various m i l i t a r y  duties  
such as courts-mart ia l  and 
boards. Inservice t ra in in g .  
School policy concerning p r i ­
o r i t y  of  scheduled instruct ion.  
Scheduling procedures. Assur­
ing a v a i l a b i l i t y  to students 
of assigned m ater ia ls .  I n ­
struct ion of  classroom a s s is t ­
ants.
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ANNEX B
HISTORY AND PHILOSOPHY OF MILITARY EDUCATION
Length: k hours
PURPOSE: A working knowledge of the concepts of  education
and t ra in in g  and th e i r  application to m i l i t a r y  
ins truc t ion .
Subject Instructional  Hours S- Type Scope of Instruction










Princip les  
and Systems 
of  Mi 1i tary  
Education
2 Conference
B r ie f  h istory  of  the develop­
ment in the U.S. Army. Various 
boards and committees which 
have recommended po l ic ies .  
Composition of  the Army school 
system. Comparison of objec­
t ives  o f  m i l i t a r y  and c i v i l i a n  
education; d e f in i t io n  of  edu­
cation and t ra in in g ,  with im­
p l ica t ion s  for curriculum 
development and methods of  
ins tru c t io n .  Working hypothe­
ses in m i l i t a r y  education.
Army Medical Department corre ­
spondence courses and th e ir  
re la t ionsh ip  to resident i n ­
s truct ion .  Extension course 
program. Support of Reserve 
school system. Need for and 
use of  lesson plans and sup­
port ing materia ls  prepared for  
resident courses of ins truc t ion .
Philosophical concepts regard­
ing education, with p a r t icu la r  
a tten t ion  to m i l i t a r y  education. 
Implications for USA MFSS in 
re la t io n  to processes of  cur­
riculum development, course 
content, methods of  ins truc t ion ,  
processes of  evaluation of s tu­
dent prof ic iency and m i l i t a ry  
effect iveness,  and re s p o n s ib i l i ­
t ie s  of  instructors .




INSTRUCTIONAL PRINCIPLES AND TECHNIQUES
Length: 61 hours
A working knowledge of  the technical s k i l l s  r e ­
quired in m i l i t a r y  ins tru c t io n ,  including p l a t ­
form d e l iv e ry ,  selecting methods of ins truc t ion ,  
use of instructional  aids, and management of  
students in class.

















t i  on 





To inform students of the 
cause, symptoms, and methods 
of contro l l ing  nervousness 
associated with teaching so 
that each student may in d i ­
v id u a l ly  control th is  problem.
The various methods o f  ins tru c ­
t ion (such as lecture ,  confer­
ence, demonstration, practica l  
exercise,  team teaching, panel,  
committee, s k i t ,  role playing,  
f i lm ,  case study, and review 
teaching).  The advantages and 
l im ita t io n s  of  each.
An explanation of pr inc ip les  of  
select ion ,  evaluat ion,  and use 
of instructional  aids and a 
demonstration of  how to use 
them.
P o l ic ies ,  guidel ines,  cautions,  
princ ip les  of  management and 
control that  preva i1 at the 
United States Army Medical Field  
Service School. Physical and 
psychological considerations for  
promoting a learning environ­
ment. Techniques for dealing 
with control problems.
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1 Practical  
Exercise
Instructional  4]  Practical  
Processes Exercise
Pr inc ip les  of  programmed i n ­
struct ion;  examples of various 
types; p o s s ib i l i t ie s  and l i m i ­
tat ions for use at the United 
States Army Medical Field Serv­
ice School. B r ie f  guidelines  
on steps necessary to construct  
and test  a l inear program.
Individual and group practice  
in the pr inc ip les  of  e f fe c t iv e  
instruction  which involves stu­
dent p a r t ic ip a t io n .  Includes 
d a i ly  sessions ranging from 
three to e ight minutes in 
length. Application of teach­
ing pr inc ip les  in simulated 
classroom situat ions.  Role 
playing to acquire appropriate  
manner o f  behavior. Each stu­
dent conducts a 10-minute plan­
ned instruction  session; 
subject to be chosen from prob­
able future teaching materia l;  
sequence of lesson plan to be 
followed. Planned meaningful 
student p a r t ic ip a t io n ,  essen­
t i a l  in a l l  sessions in second 
h a l f  of  course.
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Carpenter, C. R . , and others. New Teaching Aids for the 
Classroom. Stanford, C a l i fo rn ia :  In s t i t u t e  for Communi­
cation Research, Stanford Univers i ty ,  I960,
Deter l ine ,  William A. Introduction to Programmed Instruc­
t io n . Englewood C l i f f s ,  New Jersey: Prentice-Ha11, In c . ,
1962.
Galanter, Eugene C. Automatic Teaching: The State of  the
A r t .  New York: John Wiley and Sons, In c . ,  1959.
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ANNEX C ( C o n t )
Green, Edward J. Learning Process and Programmed Instruc­
t io n . New York: Holt ,  Rinehart and Winston, In c . ,  1962.
Lumsdaine, A. A . ,  and Glaser, R. Teaching Machines and 
Programmed Learning. Washington, D. C . : National Educa­
t ion Association, Department of Audio-Visual Ins truct ion ,  
1960.
Lysaught, Jerome P . ,  and Wil liams, Clarence M. Guide to 
Programmed In s t ru c t io n . New York: John Wiley and Sons,
In c . ,  1963 .
Mager, Robert F. Preparing Objectives for Programmed I n ­
s tru c t ion . San Francisco: Fearon Publishers, 1961.
Markle, Susan Meyer. Good Frames and Bad. New York: John
Wiley and Sons, 1964.
Smith, Wendell I . ,  and Moore, Wil l iam J. (eds). Programmed 
Learning: Theory and Research. Princeton, N. J . : D. Van
Nostrand Company, In c . ,  1902.
W it t ich ,  Walter A . ,  and Schuller ,  Charles F. Audio-Vi sual 
Material s. New York: Harper and Brothers, 1953.
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ANNEX D
ORGANIZATION AND DESIGN OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIAL 
Length: 36 hours
PURPOSE: A working knowledge of  how the content of m i l i t a ry
instruction  is  organized, designed, and developed 
with par t icu la r  stress on adherence to performance 
objectives and pr inc ip les  o f  learning. A working 
knowledge of the application of  these pr inc ip les  





je c t i  ves
Princip les  
of Learning
Instructional  




Instructional  4 Conference, 
Steps and Demonstra-
Communication t ion  
Techni ques
To inform students of the 
charac ter is t ics  of  student 
performance objectives so each 
student w i l l  develop compe­
tence in wri t ing  performance 
objectives for periods of in ­
struct ion .
D e f in i t io n  of learning process. 
Types or methods of  learning 
and th e i r  s ignif icance for 
United States Army Medical Field  
Service School instructors .  Fac­
tors a f fec t ing  remembering and 
forgett ing and th e i r  application  
to ins truc t ion .  Primary (moti­
vat ion ,  a c t i v i t y ,  organization,  
r e p e t i t io n )  and secondary 
(realism, multi sensory, appre­
c ia t io n ,  individual d i f ferences,  
environment) learning pr inc ip les  
and th e i r  application to in -  
struct i  on.
Element of United States Army 
Medical Field Service School 
introduction (opening statement, 
ob jec t ive ,  m i l i t a r y  application  
statement, class procedures).
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ANNEX D (C on t )
S u b je c t
I n s t r u c t ! o n a l





Instruct ion  
1 Conference 
15 Practical  
Exerci se
Elements of explanation step 
(organizat ion,  sequence, learn­
ing condit ions, c la r i fy in g  ma­
t e r i a l ,  t ra n s i t io n s ,  emphasis, 
in te re s t  factors ,  a c t i v i t y ,  
subsummaries, eva luat ion) .  Sum­
mary step (purpose, ways to em­
ploy, closing statements). 
Questioning techniques (purposes, 
types, poor questions, charac­
t e r i s t i c s  of good questions).  
Communication tools (voice,  
volume, p i tch ,  in f le c t io n ,  d ic ­
t io n ,  ra te ,  pauses, pronuncia­
t io n ,  enunciation, choice of  
words, grammar, f luency, verbal 
mannerisms). Body control  
(posture, movement, gestures, 
eye contact,  fac ia l  expressions).  
Importance and use of the les ­
son plan.
Steps to take is assembling and 
organizing the content of le s ­
son plan. Format of  lesson plan 
and data sheet.
Ins tru c to r 's  1 
Manuscript 10
Lecture Format and content of  instruc-
Practical  to r 's  manuscript. Procedure to
Exercise fol low in writ ing and edit ing
the in s t ru c to r 's  manuscript. 
Review of pr inc ip les  of good 
wr i t ing .
SUPPLEMENTAL BIBLIOGRAPHY
Mouly, George J. Psychology for E f fec t ive  Teaching. New 
York; Henry Holt and Company, In c . l  19^0.
Pickard, Edward E. M i l i t a r y  In s t ru c to r . Harrisburg, Penn­
sylvania: Stackpole Company, 1954.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
222
ANNEX E
STUDENT EVALUATION AND COUNSELING 
Length: 21 hours
PURPOSE: A working knowledge of  the student evaluation and
counseling systems at the United States Army Medi­
cal Field Service School, including techniques of  
examination construction and analysis ,  pr inc ip les  











Hours 6- Type Scope of  Instruction
2 Lecture,  
Practica l  
Exerci se
3 Conference 
9 Practical  
Exerci se
Purposes of  student evaluation  
system. Bases of dimensions on 
which students are evaluated.
The United States Army Medical 
Field Service School grading 
system. Basis and procedures 
for re l iev ing students from 
courses. Conversion of raw 
test  scores to academic points.
Place in teaching cycle, pur­
poses of examinations; forms of  
evaluation; charac ter is t ics  of  
a good test ;  steps in prepara­
t ion and refinement of a te s t ;  
procedures in processing an ex­
amination. Specific  guidance 
on item construction; steps in 
administration; grading and 
in te rp re ta t io n ;  steps in r e ­
teaching; specif ic  United States  
Army Medical F ie ld Service 
School p o l ic ies ;  practica l  ex­
ercise constructing l imited  
response items to measure be­
havioral objectives.
2 Conference, Pr inc ip les;  reasons for use; 
Programmed two necessary indices; computa-
Instruction  t ion;  in te rp re ta t io n ;  pract ica l
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S u b j e c t I n s t r u c t i  o n a lH o u r s  & Type Scope o f  I n s t r u c t i o n









(Off i  cers 
ONLY)
3 Conference 
1 Practical  
Exerci se
1 Conference
Purposes o f  counseling program. 
School policy on counseling r e ­
s p o n s ib i l i t ie s .  Sources of  
information about students. 
Planning the counseling i n t e r ­
view and conducting i t .  When 
and how to use group counseling. 
Common causes of poor academic 
performance. Resources a v a i l ­
able to the counselor.
Pr incip les and requirements for  
academic record report on o f f i ­
cer students. Counselor's r e ­
s p o n s ib i l i t ie s .  Note making. 
Guidelines in report w r i t in g .
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Stecklein,  John E. B u l le t in  on Classroom Testing (Numbers 
1 -11 ) . Minneapolis: University  of  Minnesota Press,
1954-1961.
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ANNEX F
COURSE REVIEW AND EXAMINATIONS
Length: 6 hours
PURPOSE: Demonstration of  a working knowledge of a l l  Fa­
cu lty  Development Course content, with par t ic u la r  
stress on must-know information and techniques.















A comprehensive review of the 
material presented in the course,
A test  consisting of both objec­
t iv e  and essay type questions 
covering a l l  aspects of  c lass ­
room ins tru c t io n ,  individual  
conferences, pr inc ip les  of i n ­
s truct ion ,  and tour.
A review teaching session to re -  
teach areas in which students 
show def ic iencies  (demonstrates 
procedure discussed previously) .
A 45-minute presentation o f  i n ­
struction embodying a l l  p r i n c i ­
ples and techniques taught in 
the course.
SUPPLEMENTAL BIBLIOGRAPHY
Nichols, Ralph E. Excerpt: "Listening" (tape: 19 minutes)
(on f i l e  in Off ice of Educational Services).
Nichols, Ralph E . , and Stevens, L. A. Are You Listening?
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, In c . ,  1957.
Otis Self -Administering Tests of Mental A b i l i t y .  Higher Ex­
amination: Form A. New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company,
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A. Knows subject matter and 
keeps se l f  currently  i n ­
formed.
C. Has primary 
teaching.
in te res t  in
B. Continues to work and 
study in specialty f i e ld .
Class Management
A. Has f u l l y  developed les ­
son plans and supporting 
material s.
B. States objectives  
clear 1y.
C. Assigns study in r e f e r ­
ences, predetermined 
ava i lab le .
D. Makes meaningful as­
signments with objective  
and standard stated 
c le a r ly .
E. Uses text  and doctrine  
references as points of  
departure; presents per­
t inent  background and 
re la ted information.
F. Coordinates concepts and 
keeps them in proper 
sequence.
G. Adapts concepts and vo­
cabulary to students'  
leve l;  defines newly i n ­
troduced words, expres­
sions, and abbreviations.
H. Sets c lear-cut  standards of  
performance and holds class 
to them.
I .  Makes frequent checks on 
student learning: ques­
t ions,  quizzes, exercises.
J. Never reads a lecture to a 
class (not permitted in 
th is  school).
K. Consistently uses excel lent  
Engli sh.
L. Is concise and decisive in 
class.
M. Controls class.
N. Looks at students; glances 
only occasionally at wel1- 
organized topical o u t l in e .
0. Allows and encourages stu­
dents to question and d is ­
cuss items; permits 
expression of opinion not 
in agreement with that pre­
sented.
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p. Makes opportunit ies to 
re la te  class items to 
"outside" elements when­
ever practicable and 
pert inent .
Q, Prepares tests that are 
in terms of course lesson 
objectives,  are f a i r ,  and 
are aids to learning.
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R. Always returns tests and 
other w r i t ten  papers as 
soon as practicable to 
make students aware of  
learning status and needs.
S. Provides reteaching and 
guidance when th is  is  
necessary.
NOTE ; The instructor  must set an excel lent  example o f  lead­
ership and m i l i t a ry  manner for students at a l l  times.
Personali ty
A. Is energetic ,  modest, 
pat ien t ,  ac t ive ly  i n ­
terested.
B. Is ob jec t ive ,  to le ra n t ,  
d e f in i te  and decisive,  
but not dogmatic; t reats  
a l l  with equal consid­
erat ion and respect.
C. Admits and corrects e r ­
rors when they are rec-  
ogni zed.
D. Possesses a good sense of  
humor ( i . e . , is  able to 
laugh at h imself) ;  has a 
good sense of  perspective.
E. Is immaculate and proper in 
appearance at  a l l  times.
F. Has well-organized habits 
which indicate w e l l - i n t e ­
grated personali ty .
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E. Marital  Status:
Single _________
Marri ed
F. M i l i t a r y  Occupational Specialty (MOS);
1. Primary MOS
Number ____________
T i t l e
2. Secondary MOS
Number _______
T i t l e
G. Are you a high school graduate? 
Yes ___________________
No ____________________
H. Years of college t ra in in g :  
Number
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I .  Are you a college graduate?
Yes ___________________
No ____________________
J. I f  your answer to the above question is yes, i n d i ­
cate the type of  degree or degrees held.




L. I f  your answer to the above question is yes, please 
explain.
M, Total number of  years teaching experience;
C iv i l ia n  ______________
M i l i t a r y  ______________
N. Total number of  years on active duty: ____




P. When did you ac tua l ly  begin performing as an in s t ru c ­
tor at the U.S. Army Medical F ie ld  Service School?
Year __________________
Month
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Q. What is  your current assignment designation at the 
school ?
T i t l e  _________________________________________________
Department
Branch
R. Who is your immediate supervisor? 
Name
Rank and T i t l e




T. What is your present a t t i tu d e  toward being assigned 
to m i l i t a r y  instructional  duties?
_________  I d is l ik e  i t  very much.
_________  I am in d i f fe re n t  to the idea.
_________  I am rather happy and pleased with i t .
_________  I l ik e  i t  very much.
I I .  INSTRUCTOR APPRAISAL OF THE FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COURSE 
EFFECTIVENESS
Directions to in te rv iew er ; Using the code shown below, r e ­
cord the instructor  interviewee's appraisal of the Faculty 
Development Course in terms of  i t s  meeting his professional 
and personal needs as a m i l i t a r y  in s tru c to r .  C irc le  the 
most appropriate l e t t e r .
CODE: P-Poor, F -F a ir ,  G-Good, E-Excel le n t ,  U-Undecided
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A. Scholarship.
1. How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  helping 
you to be t te r  know your subject
matter? ................................................................ P-F-G-E-U
2. How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  empha­
sizing the importance o f  keeping you 
currently  informed in your subject
a r e a ? ......................................................................P-F-G-E-U
3. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  empha­
sizing the importance o f  keeping you 
informed on changing m i l i t a r y  doc­
tr ine? ..............................................................P-F-G-E-U
4. How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  stimu­
lating you to continuously work and
study in your p a r t icu la r  f ie ld ?  . . . P-F-G-E-U
5. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  develop­
ing in you a sincere in te res t  in and 
devotion to teaching? ...............................  P-F-G-E-U
B. Class Procedure and Management.
1. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in i t s  preparing you to
develop lesson plans, ins tructor  manu­
s cr ip ts ,  and supporting materials? . P-F-G-E-U
2. How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  develop­
ing in you the a b i l i t y  to state  
ins truct iona l  objectives c lear ly?  . . P-F-G-E-U
3. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  prepar­
ing you to select wisely among study 
references? .....................................................  P-F-G-E-U
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4. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  i t s  prepar­
ing you to make meaningful assignments 
with objectives and standards of per­
formance c le a r ly  stated? ......................  P-F-G-E-U
5 . How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  aiding 
you to understand the uses of  texts  
and doctrine references as points of  
departure? .....................................................  P-F-G-E-U
6. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  prepar­
ing you to coordinate and integrate  
concepts while keeping them in the ir
proper sequence and perspective? . . P-F-G-E-U
7 . How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  develop­
ing in you an a b i l i t y  for adapting 
concepts and vocabulary to the stu­
dents' level? ................................................. P-F-G-E-U
8. How would you ra te  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  provid­
ing you with an understanding of the 
need for c a re fu l ly  defining newly 
introduced words, expressions, and 
abbreviations? . . . . .  ......................  P-F-G-E-U
9 . How would you ra te  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  provid­
ing you with an a b i l i t y  for sett ing  
c lear -cu t  standards of  performance
and for holding the class to them? . P-F-G-E-U
10. How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  i t s  provid­
ing you with an awareness o f  the need 
for making frequent checks on student 
learning by means o f  questions, 
quizzes, and exercises? ........................... P-F-G-E-U
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11. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  empha­
sis upon dynamic instruct ion  which 
stimulates student in te re s t  and allows 
for maximum student p a r t ic ip a t io n  and 
achievement, as opposed to reading an
e n t i re  lecture to the class? . . . .  P-F-G-E-U
12. How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  making 
you more mindful of  the need for the 
use of excel lent  English in the com­
munication process? .................................... P-F-G-E-U
13 . How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  aiding  
you to be concise and decisive in the 
instructional  process?..................................P-F-G-E-U
14. How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  provid­
ing you with an understanding of and 
a b i l i t y  for u t i l i z i n g  mature and e f ­
fe c t ive  d isc ip l ine  while respecting 
the r ig h ts ,  fee l in gs ,  and aspirations
of each student at a l l  times? . . . .  P-F-G-E-U
15 . How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  i t s  develop­
in you an a b i l i t y  to maintain eye
contact with the students? ..................  P-T-G-E-U
16. How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in Terms of  i t s  develop­
ing in you an understanding of the 
need for a well -organized topical ou t­
l ine for each period of  instruction? P-F-G-E-U
17. How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  devel­
oping in you an a b i l i t y  to glance only 
momentarily and occasionally at the 
topical out l ine  during instructional  
periods? ...................................  . . . . .  P-F-G-E-U
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18. How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  develop­
ing in you an understanding o f  the need 
for allowing and encouraging students 
to question and discuss item
r ' l a c c ?
2 3 5
i t rns in
class  ..............................................................  P-F-G-E-U
19. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of how well i t
tra ined you to permit expression of  
opinion which is  not in agreement with
that presented? ............................................  P-F-G-E-U
20. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  teach­
ing you to make opportunit ies which 
w i l l  r e la te  the class to a c t i v i t i e s  
or elements which are found outside 
the classroom but which are p ra c t ic a ­
ble and pertinent? .................................... P-F-G-E-U
21. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  tra in ing
you to prepare v a l id  examinations 
which are based upon course lesson 
objectives? .....................................................  P-F-G-E-U
22. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  develop­
ing in you the a b i l i t y  to prepare and 
administer ob ject ive  examinations? . P-F-G-E-U
2 3 . How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  t ra in ing
you to develop re l ia b le  examinations 
which w i l l  consistently  achieve de­
sired r e s u l t s ? ............................................... P-F-G-E-U
24. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  provid­
ing you with an awareness o f  the need 
for returning examinations and other 
graded w r i t ten  exercises as soon as 
prac t icab le ,  so that students are 
made aware of  th e i r  achievement status
and needs? .....................................................  P-F-G-E-U
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25. How would you ra te  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  aiding  
you in understanding the need for re -  
teaching ( re p e t i t io n  of key elements
of instruct ion)?  ........................................ P-F-G-E-U
26. How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  i t s  devel­
oping in you an a b i l i t y  to e f fe c t iv e ly  
counsel students? ........................................  P-F-G-E-U
27. How would you rate the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  encour­
aging you to set an example for  
scholarship, leadership, and m i l i t a ry
manner at  a l l  times? ...............................  P-F-G-E-U
28. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  develop­
in you an awareness of and a b i l i t y  in 
varying instructional  techniques 
(methodology) to best suit  the subject
and needs of  the students? ..................  P-F-G-E-U
C. Personality Factors,
1. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  provid­
ing you with an understanding of  an 
in s t ru c to r 's  need for being energetic
and enthusiast ic  about his work? . . P-F-G-E-U
2. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  provid­
ing you with an understanding of  an 
in s t ru c to r 's  need for being modest? . P-F-G-E-U
3. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  provid­
ing you with an understanding o f  an 
in s t ru c to r 's  need for being pat ient
and understanding? .................................... P-F-G-E-U
4. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  i t s  provid­
ing you with an understanding o f  an 
in s t ru c to r 's  need for  maintaining an
act ive  interest?  .................................... . P-F-G-E-U
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5. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  i t s  provid­
ing you with an understanding of  an 
in s t ru c to r 's  need for being objective  
( fa ir -cons is tent-honest)?  ......................  P-F-G-E-U
6. How would you ra te  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  provid­
ing you with an understanding of  an 
in s t ru c to r 's  need for being tolerant? P-F-G-E-U
7. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of  i t s  devel­
oping in you an understanding of  your 
in s t ru c to r 's  need for being d e f in i t e  
and decis ive ,  while not being dog­
matic? ................................................................. P-F-G-E-U
8. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  i t s  provid­
ing you with an understanding of  an 
in s t ru c to r 's  need for  t rea t in g  a l l  
students with equal consideration and 
respect? (This element applies to 
co-workers as w e l l . )  ...............................  P-F-G-E-U
9. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  i t s  provid­
ing you with an understanding of  an 
in s t ru c to r 's  need for possession and 
maintenance of a good sense of  humor, 
while s t i l l  keeping matters in th e i r
proper perspective? .................................... P-F-G-E-U
10. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms of i t s  provid­
ing you with an understanding of an 
in s t ru c to r 's  need for being immaculate 
and proper in appearance at  a l l
t i m e s ? ................................................................. P-F-G-E-U
11. How would you rate  the Faculty Devel­
opment Course in terms o f  i t s  provid­
ing you with an understanding of  an 
in s t ru c to r 's  need for developing w e l l -  
organized habits ,  which indicate  a
w e l l - in teg ra ted  personality? . . . .  P-F-G-E-U
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I I I .  INSTRUCTOR OBSERVATIONS
A. Indicate the areas o f  p a r t icu la r  strength which you 
may have noted in the Faculty Development Course. 
Explain.
B. Indicate  the areas of p a r t icu la r  weakness which you 
may have noted in the Faculty Development Course. 
Explain.
C. What spec if ic  recommendations or proposed changes 
would you l ik e  to make regarding the Faculty Devel 
opment Course? Explain.
D. What continuing in -serv ice  (education) a c t i v i t i e s  
are you currently  par t ic ip a t in g  in? Explain.
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E. Do you consider these a c t i v i t i e s  s u f f ic ie n t  to
serve your present needs as an instructor? Explain.
F. What instructional  supervision are you currently  r e ­
ceiving?
_________ Special ( technical)  subject centered
Explain.
General (broad scope) instruct ional  super- 
vi sion
L i t t l e  supervision of any kind 
No supervision
G. Do you consider the instructional  supervision which 
you are receiving helpful? Explain.
H. Do you consider the instructional  supervision which 
you are receiving s u f f ic ie n t  to meet your needs? 
Explain.
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I .  How would you rate  the Faculty Development Course 






J. How would you rate the continuing in -serv ice  (edu­
cation) program of  the U. S. Army Medical Field  






K. How would you rate the special-technical (subject  
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L. How would you rate  the general instruct iona l  super­
vis ion which you are currently  receiving?





M. How would you rate the overal l  instructional  super­
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INTERVIEW FORM B 
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISOR INTERVIEW FORM
Instructor  being appraised:
Subject: ____________________
Date :
I .  BASIC INFORMATION




E. Marital  Status:
Single ________
Married
F. M i l i t a r y  Occupational Specialty (MOS):
1. Primary MOS
Number ____________
T i t l e
2. Secondary MOS
Number _______
T i t l e
G. Are you a high school graduate?
Yes ___________________
No
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H. Years of  college t ra in in g :
Number _______________
I .  Are you a college graduate?
Yes ___________________
N o ____________________
J. I f  your answer to the above question is yes, i n d i ­
cate the type of  degree or degrees held.




L. I f  your answer to the above question is yes, please 
explain.
M. Total number of years teaching experience:
C i v i 1i an ______________
Mi 1i t a r y ______________
N. Total number of years on act ive  duty: ____
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P. Have you served as an instructor  at the U.S. Army 
Medical F ie ld  Service School pr ior  to becoming a 
supervisor of  instruction?
Yes ___________________
No
Q. I f  your answer to the above question is  yes, for how 
many months? _____ ___
R. Are you currently  instructing in addit ion to per ­
forming as a supervisor of instruction?
Y e s ___________________
No
S. Who is  your immediate supervisor? 
Name
Rank and T i t l e
T. Have you received any special preparation for your 
supervisory duties?
Y e s ___________________
No
U. I f  the answer to the above question was yes, please 
explain .
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V. Did you volunteer or request to be:
1. An instructor? Yes ________  No_________
2. A supervisor of instruction? Yes ________
No
W. What is your present a t t i tu d e  toward being assigned 
as a m i l i t a r y  instructor?
_________  I d is l ik e  i t  very much.
_________  I am not too interested,
_________  I am in d i f fe re n t  to the idea.
_________  I am rather happy and pleased with i t .
_________  I l ik e  i t  very much.
X. What is  your present a t t i tu d e  toward being assigned 
as a m i l i t a r y  supervisor of instruction?
_________  I d is l ik e  i t  very much.
_________  I am not too interested.
_________  I am in d i f fe re n t  to the idea.
_________  I am rather happy and pleased with i t .
_________  I l ike  i t  very much.
I I .  SUPERVISOR APPRAISAL OF THE FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COURSE 
EFFECTIVENESS
Directions to in te rv iew er: Using the code shown below, re-
cord the supervi sor interviewee's  appraisal of  the Faculty 
Development Course in terms of  i t s  meeting the personal and 
professional needs o f  the m i l i t a r y  instructor  being ap­
praised. C irc le  the most appropriate l e t t e r .
CODE: P-Poor, F -F a ir ,  G-Good, E-Excel le n t ,  U-Undecided
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A, Scholarship,
1. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  prepar­
ing th is  instructor  to better  know
his subject matter? .................................... P-F-G-E-U
2. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  emphasiz­
ing to th is  instructor  the importance 
of keeping currently  informed in his
subject area? ................................................. P-F-G-E-U
3. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  emphasiz­
ing to th is  instructor  the importance 
of keeping currently  informed on
changing m i l i t a r y  doctrine? ..................  P-F-G-E-U
4. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  s t im u la t ­
ing th is  instructor  to continuously 
work and study in his p a r t icu la r
f ie ld?  ..............................................................  P-F-G-E-U
5. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in i t s  developing in th is  
instructor  a sincere in te res t  in and 
devotion to teaching? ...............................  P-F-G-E-U
B. Class Procedure and Management
1. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in preparing th is  i n ­
structor to develop lesson plans, 
instructor  manuscripts, and support­
ing materials? ......................  . . . . .  P-F-G-E-U
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2. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  develop­
ing in th is  instructor  the a b i l i t y  
to state instructional  objectives
clear ly?  .........................................................  P-F-G-E-U
3 . Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  preparing 
the instructor  to select wisely among
study references? ........................................  P-F-G-E-U
4. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  preparing 
th is  instructor  to make meaningful 
assignments with objectives and 
standards of performance c lea r ly
stated? .............................................................. P-F-G-E-U
5 . Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  aiding  
th is  instructor  to understand the 
uses o f  texts and doctrine references
as points of  departure? . . . . . . .  P-F-G-E-U
6. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  preparing 
th is  instructor  to coordinate and 
in tegrate  concepts while keeping them 
in th e i r  proper sequence and perspec­
tive? ..................................................................... P-F-G-E-U
7 . Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  develop­
ing in th is  instructor  an a b i l i t y  
for adapting concepts and vocabulary
to the students' level? ........................... P-F-G-E-U
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8. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an understanding 
of the need for c a re fu l ly  defining  
newly introduced words, expressions,
and abbreviations? ...................................  P-F-G-E-U
9. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an a b i l i t y  for 
sett ing c lea r -cu t  standards o f  per­
formance and for holding the class
to t h e m ? ....................................... P-F-G-E-U
10. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an awareness of  
the need for making frequent checks 
on student learning by means o f  ques­
t ions,  quizzes, and exercises? . . . P-F-G-E-U
11. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms o f  i t s  emphasis 
upon dynamic instruction  which stimu­
lates student in te res t  and allows 
for maximum student par t ic ip a t io n  
and achievement, as opposed to read­
ing an e n t i re  lecture to the class? . P-F-G-E-U
12. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  making 
th is  instructor  more mindful of  the 
need for the use of  excel lent English
in the communication process? . . . .  P-F-G-E-U
13 . Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  aiding  
th is  instructor  to be concise and de­
c is ive  in the instructional  process? P-F-G-E-U
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14. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an understanding 
of and a b i l i t y  for u t i l i z i n g  mature 
and e f fe c t iv e  d is c ip l in e  while r e ­
specting the r ig h ts ,  fee l in gs ,  and 
aspirations of each student at a l l
times? . . .  ................................................. P-F-G-E-U
15. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  develop­
in th is  instructor  an a b i l i t y  to 
maintain eye contact with the stu­
dents? .................................................................P-F-G-E-U
16. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  developing 
in th is  instructor  an understanding
of  the need for a well-organized t o p i ­
cal ou t l ine  for each period of in s t ru c ­
tion? ..................................................................  P-F-G-E-U
17 . Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  develop­
ing in th is  instructor  an a b i l i t y  to 
glance only momentarily and occasion­
a l l y  at  the topical ou t l ine  during 
instruct ional  periods? .............................. P-F-G-E-U
18 . Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  developing 
in th is  instructor  an understanding
of the need for allowing and encourag­
ing students to question and discuss 
items in class? .  .................................   P-F-G-E-U
19. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  how well i t  
tra ined th is  instructor  to permit 
expression o f  opinion which is  not
in agreement with that  presented? . . P-F-G-E-U
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20. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  teaching 
th is  instructor  to make opportunit ies  
which w i l l  re la te  the class to ac­
t i v i t i e s  or elements which are found 
outside the classroom but which are 
practicab le  and pertinent? ..................  P-F-G-E-U
21. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  t ra in ing  
th is  instructor  to prepare v a l id  ex­
aminations which are based upon course
lesson objectives? .................................... P-F-G-E-U
22. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  develop­
ing in th is  instructor  the a b i l i t y  
to prepare and administer objective  
examinations? ................................................. P-F-G-E-U
2 3 . Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms o f  i t s  t ra in ing  
th is  instructor  to develop re l ia b le  
examinations which w i l l  consistently
achieve desired results? ..................  . P-F-G-E-U
24. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  ins tructor  with an awareness of  
the need for returning examinations 
and other graded w ri t ten  exercises
as soon as pract icab le ,  so that stu­
dents are made aware of  th e i r  achieve­
ment status and needs? ........................... P-F-G-E-U
2 5 . Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  aiding 
th is  instructor  in understanding the 
need for reteaching ( re p e t i t io n  of
key elements o f  instruct ion)? . . . .  P-F-G-E-U
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2 52
26. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  develop­
ing in th is  instructor  an a b i l i t y  to 
e f f e c t iv e ly  counsel students? . . . .  P-F-G-E-U
2 7 . Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  encourag­
ing th is  instructor  to set an example 
for scholarship, leadership, and
m i l i t a r y  manner at a l l  times? . . . .  P-F-G-E-U
2 8 . Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  develop­
ing in th is  instructor an awareness 
of and a b i l i t y  in varying in s tru c ­
t ional  techniques (methodology) to 
best suit  the subject and needs of
the students? ................................................. P-F-G-E-U
C. Personality Factors
1. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an understanding 
of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being 
energetic and enthusiastic  about his
work? ........................................ . . . . . .  P-F-G-E-U
2. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an understanding 
of  an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being
modest? . . . . .  ........................................  P-F-G-E-U
3 . Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate  the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an understanding 
of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being
pat ient  and understanding? ..................  P-F-G-E-U
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4. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an understanding 
of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for maintain­
ing an active interest? ........................... P-F-G-E-U
5. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an understanding 
of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being ob­
je c t iv e  ( fa ir -consistent-honest)?  . . P-F-G-E-U
6. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of  i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an understanding 
of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being
tolerant? ................................. .   P-F-G-E-U
7. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  developing 
in th is  instructor an understanding of  
the need for being d e f in i t e  and dec i­
sive, while not being dogmatic? . . . P-F-G-E-U
8. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an understanding 
of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for t rea t ing  
a l l  students with equal consideration  
and respect? (This element applies
to co-workers as w e l l . )  . . . . . . . P-F-G-E-U
9. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an understanding 
of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for posses­
sion and maintenance of  a good sense 
of humor, while s t i l l  keeping matters
in the ir  proper perspective? . . . .  P-F-G-E-U
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10. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an understanding 
of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for being 
immaculate and proper in appearance
at a l l  t im e s ? ....................................................P-F-G-E-U
11. Based upon observed performance, how 
would you rate the Faculty Develop­
ment Course in terms of i t s  providing 
th is  instructor  with an understanding 
of an in s t ru c to r 's  need for develop­
ing well -organized habits ,  which i n ­
dicate a w e l l - in teg ra ted  personality? P-F-G-E-U
I I I .  SUPERVISOR OBSERVATIONS
A. Based upon observed performance of  th is  ins tru c to r ,  
as well as other pert inent  information ava i lab le  to 
you, indicate the areas o f  p a r t ic u la r  strength which 
you may have noted in the Faculty Development Course. 
Explain.
B. Based upon observed performance o f  th is  ins truc to r ,  
as well as other pert inent  information ava i lab le  to 
you, indicate the areas o f  p a r t ic u la r  weakness which 
you may have noted in the Faculty Development Course. 
Explain.
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C. What specif ic  recommendations or change proposals 
would you l ik e  to make regarding the Faculty Devel 
opment Course. Explain.
D. What continuing in -serv ice  education is  being pro­
vided for th is  instructor?
E. Do you consider th is  in -serv ice  education adequate 
to meet th is  in s t ru c to r 's  needs?
P. What instructional  supervision is th is  instructor  
receiving? Check one.
________ Special ( technical)  subject centered super
v is i  on
________  General (broad scope) instructional  super­
vi si on
________  L i t t l e  supervision of any kind
Explain.
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G. Do you consider th is  instructional  supervision ade­
quate to meet th is  in s t ru c to r 's  needs? Explain.
H. How would you rate the Faculty Development Course 







How would you rate the continuing in -serv ice  (educa­
t ion)  o f  the U.S. Army Medical F ie ld Service School 
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J. How would you rate the special- technical ins t ru c ­
t ional supervision which th is  instructor  is  cur­






K. How would you rate the general instructional  super­




 ___  Poor
Undecided
L. How would you rate the overall  instructional  super­
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M. In his f i e l d ,  does th is  ins tructor  give promise of  
(check one) :
________  Excellent performance
________  Good performance
________  Fair performance
________  Poor performance
Undeci ded
N. How would you rate the overall  effect iveness of  the 
instructor  being appraised?





0. How long have you supervised the instructional  per ­
formance of th is  instructor? _______________ months
P. This instructor  effect iveness estimate is  based on:
________ Frequent regular supervisory contacts
( d a i1 y or weekly)
________ Occasional supervisory contacts (at least
twice a month)
________  Infrequent supervisory contacts (two or
three times a year)
Q, Give any other pert inent  information concerning th is  
in s t ru c to r .
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